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SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS ON H. R. 7697 


Housr or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D.C., Thursday, June 20, 1957. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Overton Brooks, chairman 
of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Brooxs. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

We are a little late getting in this morning, members of the sub- 
committee, but I think the others will drift in as we proceed. 

We have these long hearings before the full committee, and also we 
have a heavy legislative se hedule on the floor and the members are a 
little behind in their work in their offices. That, I think, accounts for 
the. attendance. 

Phe bill which we have scheduled for hearings this morning is H. R. 
7697. 

(The bill is as follows :) 


[H. R. 7697, 85th Cong., 1st sess. | 


A BILL To provide additional facilities necessary for the administration and training of 
units of the reserve components of the Armed Forces of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 2231 (1) of title 10, United States 
Code, is amended by changing the semicolon at the end thereof to a comma and 
idding the words “including troop housing and messing facilities ;” 

Sec. 2. Section 3 of the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended 
(50 U. 8S. C. 882), is amended by striking cut the words “in an amount not to 
exceed $500,000,000 over a period of the next eight fiscal years commencing with 
fiscal year 1951” and inserting in lieu thereof the words “in an amount not to 
exceed $650,000,000 over a period of the next nine fiscal years commencing with 
fiscal year 1951” 

Mr. Lee That is a bill to provide additional facilities necessary 
for the administration and training of units of the Reserve components 
of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

I regret that it is necessary to ask the members of this subcommittee 
to again meet so soon after the hearings on the military public works 
bill have been completed. I recognize that you have been in almost 
daily attendance at the hearings of the full committee, but I assure 
you it is necessary that this legislati ion be acted upon at the very earliest 
possible date. In addition, some disturbing reports have come to me 
concerning the Reserve 6-month program, and I thought that since the 
Assistant Secretary of the Army, Mr. Hugh Milton, was to be a wit- 
ness on this bill he could accommodate us by also answering a few 
questions on the Reserve program. 

First, permit me to tell you something of H. R. 7697 and the back- 
ground of the reserve construction program. 
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This bill amends the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 so as 
to increase the authorization for the construction of reserve facilities 
by $150 million for an additional year. 

The National Defense Facilities Act was the original law which 
authorized the construction of reserve armories. In that act we author- 
ized $250 million over a period of 5 fiscal years for such construction. 

Under this act armories can be constructed which are 100 percent 
federally owned and authority is also given to contribute to the States 
for the construction of new armories or the conversion of State-owned 
facilities. Such contributions are made on the basis of 75 percent con- 
tributed by the Federal Government, and 25 percent by the States. 

In 1955, we authorized an additional $250 million for reser ve facili- 
ties construction under the authority of the National Defense Facilities 
Act. 

Of the $500 million which has been authorized since 1950 there now 
remains $47 million unex pended. This is insufficient authorization for 
the military departments to carry on their Reserve construction pro- 
grams for fiscal year 1958. 

At this point, I would like to say that I am very disappointed in 
the Department of Defense in waiting until the latter part of May to 
send this authorization bill to us. For reasons best known to the 
Department no requests for additional authorization of Congress 
were made until the Appropriations Committee refused to appropriate 
additional funds for Reserve construction. It is my understanding 
that the Department’s appropriations request contained item for 
$55 million for Army Reserve and Army National Guard construction 
and $10 million for Naval Reserve construction, but because the De- 
partment had made these requests to the Appropriations Committee 
with insufficient authorization that committee very properly struck 
the items from the Department’s requests. 

This is not the first time the Department has seen fit to try to go to 
the Appropriations Committee for appropriations and bypass. this 
committee, which is the authorizing committee. The same action was 
taken in 1955 when the Department requested its appropriations for 
Reserve construction with insufficient authorizations but, at least, at 
that time the authorization bill was pending in this committee. 

Inasmuch as the authorization bill was pending the Appropriations 
Committee agreed to appropriate on the basis that it felt reason: ably 
certain that this committee would furnish the authorization legisla- 
tion. But this year the Department did not even see fit to send us the 
legislation whic h would authorize the additional reserve facilities for 
fiscal year 1958. 

I might say that I introduced a bill, I believe, in the month of 
January, having generally this same purpose in mind, but we received 
no report from the Department even in reference to the bill that I 
introduced at that time. The authorization bills for Reserve construc- 
tion beginning with the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 have 
been general authorization bills. H. R. 7697, in that respect, is like the 
others. It authorizes a lump sum for Reserve construction. This bill, 
if approved, would authorize an additional $150 million. However, it 
is my understanding that the departments have only requested appro 
priations in the amount of $115 million. 
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Since they already have $47 million in authorization a 
hope the subcommittee will give serious consideration to amending this 
bill and authorizing only $68 million for fiscal year 1958, ‘This should 
provide authorizations for all of the departments requests for the 
next fiscal year. : 

Thereafter, it is my further suggestion that the subcommittee ree- 
ommend to the full committee that the Department be requested to 
appear before this committee on an annual basis to present their re- 
quests for authorization for Reserve construction. 
~ | think the time has come when this committee should take a closer 
look at the individual items which the Department proposes to con- 
struct in the future. Heretofore we have granted lump-sum author- 
izations and we have never known prior to granting such authoriza- 
tions where Reserve facilities were to be constructed in the future. 

It is true that the National Defense Facilities Act contains a pro- 
vision which requires that consultations must be had with the respec- 
tive Armed Services Committees of Congress. But this consultation 
has not normally taken place until plans for specific projects have 
been well advanced, in fact, until some have been completed. 

When the National Defense Facilities Act was originally enacted 
there was a sufficient need to encourage the planning and develop- 
ment of facilities promptly for expanding the Reserve Forces, and 
since the size, distribution, and composition of the forces to be pro- 
vided for was uncertain and since there was little experience, insofar 
as administration was concerned in this type of program, the Con- 
gress agreed that lump-sum authorization would be granted to the 
Department. However, it is now feasible to consider Reserve facili- 
ties on the same basis as those for the Active Forces for which nec- 
essary authorization is proposed annually and supported by informa- 
tion which makes possible a complete review before this committee 
of the justification for individual projects. 

Therefore, I hope the subcommittee will agree that we must recom- 
ment that the Department be directed to hereafter appear annually 
with their authorization requests for Reserve construction on a line 
item basis. 

When we have concluded our consideration of H. R. 7697, I would 
like to have an opportunity for the subcommittee to ask some ques- 
tions of Mr. Milton and others who are here. I have some matters 
which concern the 6-month training program, which I would like to 
clear up with him. Undoubtedly, other members of the subcommit- 
tee have questions they would like to ask him in this respect. 

Now, I believe we can proceed with consideration of the bill. The 
first witness is the Assistant Secretary of Defense, the Honorable 
Floyd S. Bryant. 

Mr. Bryant, Secretary Bryant, would you step forward, sir, and 
have a seat ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, Mr. Secretary, we have a copy of a statement 
which you have prepared, before us. We would be very happy fo have 
you give us the contents of that statement, sir. We are glad to have 
you here this morning. 

Secretary Bryant. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. In an 
endeavor to be as concise as possible, we purposely wrote this in what 
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J think is not too long a style, and I think it would be difficult for me 
to summarize it more readily than by reading it, which with your 
permission I propose to do. 

Mr. Chairman, we are appearing before your committee today in 
support of H. R. 7697, a bill to provide for additional facilities for 
the administration and training of units of the Reserve components 
of the Armed Forces of the United States. 

The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, enacted as Public 
Law 783, 8ist Congress, authorized the appropriation of Federal 
funds in ‘the amout of $250 million, over a period of the succeeding 
5 fiscal years, for the acquisition, construction, and expansion of fa- 
cilities for the several Reserve components. 

In 1955, because that dollar limitation was virtually exhausted, the 
Congress extended the authorization to $500 million and the time 
period through fiscal year 1958, provisions which were included with 
other amendments in Public Law 302 enacted by the Ist session of 
the 84th Congress. 

Through fiscal year 1957, appropriations to Department of Defense 
agencies under that extended authorization have reached approxi- 
mately $451.5 million, as follows: 

Department of the Army, $189.755 million. 
Department of the Navy, $83.257 million. 
Department of the Air Force, $178.525 million. 

Thus, but $48.5 million of the authorization remains unfunded 
against a total budgeted requirement for fiscal year 1958 of approxi- 
mately $115.4 million, as follows: 

Department of the Army, $55 million. 
Department of the Navy, $10 million. 
Department of the Air Force, $50.490 million. 

Previous long-range estimates for all facilities requirements for 
all the Reserve components, as used in support of the first extension 
of the authorization, before the 84th Congress, were in the order of 
$1.3 billion. This covered the program from its inception under 
the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, projected forward 
through 1960, as an assumed target date by which the total program 
requirements could be essentially fulfilled. We realize that such tar- 
get dates tend to be extremely optimistic and, when based strictly on 
military requirements, fail to bring into the equation the realities 
of budgetary considerations. Also, revision of the troop unit pro- 
grams currently in progress on the basis of new drill pay strengths 
established by the Secretary of Defense late in December 1956, for 
longer range planning purposes, must be completed before the pro- 
jected requirements for Reserve Forces facilities can be reappraised. 

The chart appended to the copies of this statement reflects the 
status of the existing $500 million authorization, appropriations- 
wise, and the tentative longer range picture which is subject to re- 
vision upon completion of “the reappraisal of requirements as just 
mentioned. 

The chart, therefore, does not time-phase the projected program 
beyond fisc sal year 1958. The important point we wish to emphasize 
is that the additional authorization which would be provided by the 
proposed legislation is required to cover a substantial portion of the 
appropriations requested for fiscal year 1958. 








2759 


With respect to the two provisions contained in the proposed legisla- 
tion, the first pertains to one of the stated purposes of the act, now codi- 
fied as section 2231 (1) of title 10, United States Code, and stems indi- 
rectly from a letter dated December 14, 1956, addressed to the Assistant 
Secretary of Defense, Properties and Installations, by the chairman 
of this committee, which stated in part: 

This will advise you that it is the view of this committee that Public Law 783, 
the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, as amended, does not provide a clear 
authority for the construction of family housing units. 

During further discussion of that matter with the committee staff, 
it became evident that the questionable area of autherity might also 
apply to required bachelor-type housing for members of the regular 
forces assigned to Reserve Forces training installations. 

A determination has been made that the limited number of family 
housing units, together with any welfare and morale type facilities, 
which may be required for personnel of the regular forces assigned 
to a Reserve Forces installation exclusively for the purposes of super- 
vising the training of Reservists, and operating and maintaining the 
facilities and equipment provided for the sole or principal purpose 
of Reservist training, should be provided under specific authority to be 
obtained in the regular legislative proposals for military public works 
construction. . 

Under this procedure, funds for such facilities would then be ob- 
tained from appropriations for military public works, separately from 
the funds for all of the other facilities required at the Reserve Forces 
installation. The proposed amendment would, however, clarify the 
existing statute to specifically include provision of bachelor-type hous- 
ing for officers and enlisted men of the so-called permanent party or 
station keepers, including necessary messing facilities for this per- 
sonnel. 

Requirements for these types of facilities occur principally at the 
major aviation training stations of the Reserves. 

The second provision of the proposed legislation would add $150 
million to the existing $500 million authorization, and extend the pres- 
ent time limitation, which expires at the end of fiscal year 1958, 
through fiscal year 1959. Thus, with the $48.5 million remaining un- 
funded from the existing authorization, there would be $198.5 million 
of authorization for the next 2 years’ increments of the program; 
namely, fiscal years 1958 and 1959. 

During that period, following the reappraisal of facilities require- 
ments upon completion of the revised troop unit programs as men- 
tioned earlier, we expect to arrive at a decision as to the practicability 
of proceeding thereafter to fulfill requirements on the basis of a spe- 
cific-project type of authorization bill. 

The fundamental importance of trained reservists to our mobiliza- 
tion readiness for the national defense has been well demonstrated, is 
a matter on which your committee is especially knowledgeable, and 
we believe need no particular amplification at this point in supporting 
the legislation which is now before you for consideration. 

However, the Secretary of Defense considers that the requested 
extension of his authority to provide these facilities is clearly essen- 
tial toa healthy Reserve Forces posture. , 

Each of the military departments is authoritatively represented 
here today and is prepared to present more detailed data with respect 
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to the programs of the individual Reserve. components, and we are, 
collectively, desirous of furnishing any additional information which 
members of the committee may w ish to have submitted. 

Before proceeding with that portion of the presentation, however, 
we should like to acquaint the committee with two particular prob- 
lems which have confronted the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
in the administration of this facilities program, as well as the policies— 
and the philosophy underlying those policies—which have been fol- 
lowed with respect thereto. 

The first concerns joint untilization and/or joint construction 
of facilities. The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 (now 
ch. 133 of title 10, U. S. C.) imposed upon the Secretary of Defense 
the duty and responsibility for assuring that the Reserve Forces 

facilities programs provide for maximum practicable joint utilization 

of facilities by the Reserve components. ‘The Office of the Secretary 
of Defense has earnestly endeavored to implement both the letter and 
spirit of that expressed desire of the Congress. The Depariment of 
Defense Reserve Forces Facilities Committee was established, com- 
posed of members from each of the military departments and chair- 
manned by my office, to coordinate, advise, and recommend actions 
pertaining to Reserve Forces facilities projects and programs, with 
particulay attention directed toward joint utilization and/or joint 
construction potentialities. Approvals of projects by our office, after 
consultation with your committee as required by law, have regularly 
imposed joint utilization or joint construction conditions, as they 
appeared appropriate in each local situation, whenever considered 
practicable. 

Numerous appeals for reconsideration of these conditional ap- 
provals have been rec eived and acted upon. The major portion of 
such appeals has emanated from State officials seeking release from 
the conditions imposed in connection with National Guard armory 
projects. 

We have tried to apply equitable and considered judgment in these 
cases, after a searching analysis of the facts presented, in the light 
of the definite responsibility placed upon the Secretary of Defense 
by the provisions of the law. 

Until the Congress indicates that a less stringent interpretation of 
the term “pr acticable,” as used in the law, is intended or desired, 
we shall attempt to administer this responsibility fairly but firmly, in 
the interest of economy, by separating compelling facts from sur- 
mountable difficulties. 

A recent check of our records has shown that our approvals have 
prescribed joint construction and/or joint utilization of the facilities 
at 61 locations, exclusive of airfield facilities such as runways, taxi- 
ways, and so forth. 

Of these, subsequent appeals have resulted in cancellation of the 
joint aspeets of the projects at 10 locations, all of which were joint 
Army National Guard-Army Reserve projects. 

Of the remainder, 28 projects have either been completed or are 
under construction. 

In addition to the 61 approvals prescribing joint construction 
and/or joint utilization of the facilities, 272 projects have been ap- 
proved with a stipulation that project planning provide for future 
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requirements of other Reserve components; this form of stipulation 
hs been necessary where a facility requirement of a second component 
was of a tentative nature, but was not sufliciently definite to enable a 
more specific joint venture to be prescribed at the time the first com- 
ponent requested approval of its requirement. 

The second problem area which we wish to bring to the committee’s 
attention, stems from one of the amendments enacted in Public Law 
302 (84th Cong.), that which inserged a provision permitting the Sec- 
retary of Defense to approve Federal contributions of 100 percent of 
the cost of expanding, rehabilitating, or converting State-owned arm- 
orles, or acquiring, constructing, expanding, rehabilitating, or con- 
verting such additional] facilities as he shall determine to have been 
made essential by any conversion, redesignation, or reorganization of 
National Guard units requested or approved by Department of De- 
fense agencies. 

This amendment was not intended to apply to completely new ar- 
mories, including those which would replace an existing armory. In 
fact, testimony before the Congress by the original sponsors of this 
amendment included the statement that— 
new armories for these units will continue to be constructed on the present 
formula of 75 percent for the Federal Government, and 25 percent for the State. 

In administering the approval authority of the Secretary of De- 
fense, delegated to the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Properties 
and Installations, we have held strictly to the intent expressed to the 
Congress as just mentioned. To do otherwise, it is our considered 
judgment, would eventually resu/+ in virtually complete circumven- 
tion of the stipulation contained in the original act, limiting Federal 
contributions for State-owned armory facilities to 75 percent of con- 
struction costs. 

One compelling factor which underlies our decision of strict ad- 
herence to the intent expressed to the Congress in obtaining the amend- 
ment, is that the value of the real estate and improvements which 
would be replaced, and which would remain avaflable to the State for 
other use or disposal, should compensate for the State’s investment 
in the new project. 

To enable the members of your committee to better visualize the ac- 
complishments of the Department of Defense agencies in the Reserve 
Forces facilities field, we have prepared a listing of the facilities proj- 
ects completed, arranged alphabetically by States and locations there- 
in. Copies of this listing are being furnished the committee for per- 
usal at your convenience. 

We shall be available to respond to questions of the committee at 
any time during or following testimony by representatives of the mili- 
tary departments. Unless the committee has questions at this point, 
I should like to present Assistant Secretary of the Army Hugh M. Mil- 
ton who will lead off the Army’s presentation in support of the legis- 
lation before your committee for consideration. 

Mr. Chairman, I am available for any questions the chairman may 
have. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Secretary, before we turn to Secretary Milton, I 
would like to ask you generally is it your opinion that this act has 
worked reasonably well? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Brooks. And is it accomplishing its purposes ? 

Secretary Bryant. I think the record would indicate that it has, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And the fact that you have only two complaints to 
register here in your report would seem to me indicative of the fact 
that it is working satisfactorily; is that correct ? 

Secretary Bryant. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. The main diffic sulty is always in the money. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But the second difficulty is in the joint utilization of 
these facilities ? 

(Secretary Bryant nods.) 

Mr. Brooks. Now, is that due to the difference between the State 
jurisdiction and the Federal jurisdic — principally, or is that due to 
conflicts among the ao rents—Air, Navy, and Army ? 

Secretary BRYA . I think, Mr. Chairman, it is principally in the 
former category, as between State jurisdiction and Federal juris- 
diction. 

Certainly, more so than with respect to any difference of opinion 
between the services. 

Mr. Brooxs. So—— 

Secretary Bryant. The problem with respect to the services. is, if 
not stated, inferred in part of my statement, and that is the inability 
to phase the requirements jointly at the same time. That often is an 
interference. But as I indicated, we are trying to minimize that prob- 
lem by providing for joint utilization later from the utilities stand 
point, land standpoint, and other pertinent requirements. 

Mr. Brooxs. So that feature is being worked out, although it is 
giving you the trouble / 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, the reference to the 75 percent contribution: | 
want to say that I personally agree with your thought there, that had 
you taken a different attitude the terms of the bill would have been in 
effect changed and in’ each case, we would have been contributing 100 
percent rather than 75 percent, which certainly wasn’t the intent of 
Congress when the bill was pui through, i in 1950, 

Secretary Bryant. Iam happy to hear you say that, sir, because ou! 
own review seemed to us to indicate very clearly the iritent tof Congress 
in that respect. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, in my section, where the National Guard, for in- 
stance, is working toward the contributions for an armory, as a rule 
the State contributes the ground itself, and the Government then con- 
tributes the money ; that is right, isn’t it? 

Isn’t that generally the way it works out ? 

Secretary Bryant. Pretty well, sir, that is right. The State does 
provide the site. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, of course the State, in our area. calls on the 
municipality or the county—we call them parishes in Louisiana—to 
provide the site for the State. So actually the State contribution is 
limited in our area to the actual amount of the fees of the architect 
andengineer. That is about what it amounts to. The locality provides 
the ground, and the Federal Government provides the cost of construc- 
tion. Is that substantially the way it works out? 

Secretary Bryant. I understand, Mr. Chairman, that the State pro- 
vides 25 percent of the construction costs, in addition to the site. 
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Mr. Brooks, Isn’t the site accepted as a part of the total cost ? 

Mr. Bray. No. 

Secretary Bryant. No, sir; from the permanent construction stand- 
point. 

Mr. Brooks. Not for construction purposes. 

Secretary Bryant. That is right, sir. I think a reference to the 
original act would pretty clearly verify that. 

Mr. Brooks. So that the State provides the ground plus 25 percent 
of the construction cost; is that it ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. That is it, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And, in the overall costs, you don’t include the value, 
then, of the real est rte? 

Secretary Bryant. No, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Just a minute. 

Secretary Bryant. At this point, it might be useful—in the act, to 
which we are referring, on page 2 of the printed act—— 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Secretary Bryant. It states: 

No contribution shall be made under section 3 (c) for any facility in an amount 
exceeding 75 per centum of the cost of the additional or improved facilities to 
be constructed: And provided further, That for the purpose of such computation 
the amount to be contributed by any State shall be exclusive of the cost or market 
value of any real estate which may be contributed by the State concerned for the 
purposes of section 3 (c) of this Act. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, does that apply to extensions and renovations, or 
loes it apply to new armories? 

Secretary Bryant. Certainly, what I was quoting here applies to 
new armories. Is there a provision in there? (Confers with Mr. 
Deininyer. ) 

Would you like to answer that # 

Mr. Deininger, who is closer to this picture in our shop, Mr. Chair- 
man, in charge of the Reserve Facilities Section. 

Mr. Brooks. All right, sir. 

Mr. Derntncer. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we 
have always considered the section of the original act to which Assist- 
ant Secretary Bryant has just referred and read, applying to all 
projects, whether they be new armories or whether it be in connection 
with an expansion of an existing armory. 

Mr. Brooks. Except those cluded within the amendment which 
provides for 100 percent contribution in the event the Federal Govern- 
ment requests the additions ¢ 

Mr. Dernincer. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That is correct. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes. The amendment that was enacted 2 years 
ago. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, sir. All right. 

Mr. Bray? 

Mr. Bray. I wish to express my appreciation of the way this law 
has been working. I think the State should furnish 25 percent of the 
money, and the land. It has worked out very well. Because then the 
State is not going to go and get you to go off on some wild goose chase 
and build some armory where it is not needed. 
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I have watched the operation of that for a long period of time, back 
when the criteria was different from what it is now, when it was en- 
tirely different. 

You would have them located a lot better than you have, in a few 
instances. Because if the people in that community—like the chair- 
man says sometimes the committee puts it up. Anyway, we always 
get the land, and it costs the Government nothing. They are not go- 
ing to go out and dig in unless they have a unit “they believe in, anc 
unless they have enough local interest to get the legislature to ap 
propriate the money. That is why it is almost unknown that—where 
a-unit has contributed materially to building the armory or- whatever 
it is, it is almost unknown that that unit goes down and becomes a 
flop. 

I hope you do keep from making any too liberal construction here, 
on putting all the money in. You are going to have a lot better pro- 
gram and save the Government money if you continue it just like you 
are. And I want tocommend you for not changing it. 

I know there has been some pressure made. 

You have put up lots of money in particular places. I don’t think 
that happened in my State, but I know of some instances ae it has. 

I want you to keep doing just like you are. 

Secretary Bsyant. I want to thank you, Mr. Congressman, for 
that, because it is a big help to us, as a part of the record, and I ap- 
preciate your sentiments, and your philosophy. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any further questions on the part of the committee ? 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Mr. Secretary 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. This authorization adequately takes care of suffi- 
cient funds to carry out what you consider necessary for the construe- 
tion ? 

Secretary Bryant. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Winstreap. How many armories do you have approved at the 
present time, before the Department of Defense by the Army, Air 
Force, and Navy, that the Defense Department has not yet approved ? 
Do you have those figures? Do you have recommended construction ? 

Secretary Bryant. That the Defense Department has not approved ? 

Mr. Winstreap. Yes. Do you have any pending before the Defense 
Department from the Army, Navy, or Air Force that you have not yet 
passed on? 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winstrap. I wonder if you could give us the number. 

Secretary Bryant. Mr. Deininger will answer that, please. 

Mr. Dernincer. At the present time, we have a total of 310 projects 
of the Army Reserve. 

Mr. Winsteap. Does that include the National Guard also? 

Mr. Dernincer. No, sir, this is just Army Reserve. That includes 
the 1958 program, as well as some additions to prior year programs. 

Mr. Puitern. What was that number again, sir? 

Mr, Deintncer. 310 projects. 

Mr. Purser. That are now pending? 

Mr. Detntncer. That are now pending. 

Mr. Winsteap. And how many of those are in the 1958 program? 

Mr. Detnincer. 199. 

Mr. Winsreap. 199. 
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That is the Army Reserve only. 

Mr. Dernincer. That is the Army Reserve. 

Mr. Bray. Do you have a listing of those locations 

Mr. Dernrncer. We do not have it with us, sir, unless the Army 
should have it along. We can furnish it. 

Mr. Puitern. You can provide it for the committee, though. 

Mr. Detntncer. We can provide it. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Now, do you have also the Army National Guard 
armories that come under the Army program 4 

Mr. Detnrncer. At the present time, projects that have been pro- 
posed to the Office of Secretary of Defense which are pending in that 
ofiice, and not approved total 233, including 

Mr. Winsteap. The national- 

Mr. Derntncer. Including 116 in the fiscal 1958 program. 

Mr. Winsreap. That is for the National Guard ? 

Mr. Detnincer. That is Army National Guard. 

Mr. Wrinstrap. Army National Guard. 

Mr. Detnincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Priein. What was it for the National Guard, the total number 
for the Army National Guard ¢ 

Mr. Dernrnerr. The total number was 233. 

Mr. Pruiter. How many have you asked for during 1958? 

Mr. Dernincer. 116 for 1958. 

Mr. Primer. 116. 

Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Winsreap. Yes, I yield. ° 

Mr. Primer. Now, there are some instances where you make full 
contribution to the National Guard for any construction or alterations 
that are made at your request. In those instances, you pay 100 percent 
of the cost / 

Mr. DeininGer. In armory projects where the project is an expan- 
sion or alteration to an existing armory which is required because 
of the conversion or redesignation of a unit, such as reorganization 
from an infantry division to an armored division—— 

Mr. Putrin. That is right. How many of those projects do you 
have pending? 

Mr. Detnincer. I am sorry, sir, we don’t have that broken out. We 
can furnish it to the committee. 

Mr. Puts. Would you break those out, and furnish it to the 
committee ? 

Mr. Derntncer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puiierm. The 116 approved would not be included in the 300. 
That would be a different item, I presume ? 

Mr. Dernincer. That should show up as projects in the 235 that I 
mentioned—the 116. 

Mr. Putter. I have some further questions for Mr. Bryant, who 
made such an able and very interesting statement here. You really 
have two systems continuing at the present time. You have the re- 
serve system in which the Federal Government makes a hundred per- 
cent contribution, of course. Then you have the National Guard sys- 
tem where the Federal Government only makes a 75-percent contribu- 
tion. 

Now, have the departments given any consideration to the prospect 
of making uniform these two systems so that the Federal Government 
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would make a hundred percent contribution in both—as to both these 
systems ¢ 

' Secretary Bryant. No, we have not, From the standpoint of the 
armories, the National Guard armories, I think the philosophy ex- 
pressed here recently by Congressman Bray seems to me to be not only 
proper but useful. 

I thoroughly agree with the Congressman that not only in this field 
or’ armory ‘construction of a fac ility which is fundamentally for the 
National Guard of that State, but in many other spheres of action a 
better job is done when a participant pays a part of the freight. 

To answer your question, we have not, at least in my office, discussed 
the possibility of suggesting an amendment to the construction of 
National Guard armories to match the philosophy involved in the con- 
struction of Reserve facilities for purely Federal troops. 

Mr. Puitery. Well, do you see any deterrent in that situation to 
the National Guard, in that the Reserve units could get 100-percent 
contribution and the National Guard only gets the 75-percent con- 
tribution ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. No. 

Mr. Pre. Do you think that would deter somewhat the National 
Guard, or do you think that would impede or discourage National 
Guard construction / 

Secretary Bryant. Historically, it has not appeared to have done so, 
and I don’t personally believe that it will. 

Mr. Purr. Of course, historically, we haven’t had too much ex- 
perience with it as yet. 

Secretary Bryant. Well—— 

Mr. Puiery. Only since the adoption of the bill. 

So I suppose you really haven't enough time to see just how it will 
work out. 

Secretary Bryant. That is right. Of course, I may prove to be 
wrong. This is my present concept. If circumstances develop which 
demonstrate the situation that you envisage, we would have to take 
a second look atit. 

Mr. Puizsin. The Department has taken no policy with regard to 
the matter. You haven’t given it any extensive consideration. 

You don’t have a fixed program or fixed policy with regard to the 
matter at the present time ? 

Secretary Bryant. That is correct. 

We have not made such a study as I think is inherent in your ques- 
tion. Now—— 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Pardon me. 

Mr. Brooks. Go ahead. 

Mr. Winstreap. What is the estimated cost of the 310 for the Army 
Reserve and the estimated cost for your 233 of the National Guard ? 

Mr. Dernincer. The 310 for the ion Reserve is approximately 
$62 million. 

Mr. Winsteap. $62 million. 

Mr. Detnincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsreap. And the National Guard ? 

Mr. Dernincer. For the National Guard, the 233 projects, it is ap- 
proximately $30 million. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. $30 million. 
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Now, a part of that, I assume, is already appropriated for fiscal 
1957. I believe you have 199 pending for the Army Reserve for fiscal 
1958. 

Mr. Derntncer. No, sir. These 

Mr. Winsrrap. No money whatsoever has been appropriated. 

Mr. Dernincer. These are over and above the present funding 
vapability. 

Mr. Wuinsteap. All of these are yet to be appropriated for. 

Mr. Dertnincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. Go ahead, then, with the other services. 

Mr. Drtnrncer. In the Navy program—I do not have the figures 
as to the numbers of projects, but the program we now have before 
our office is in the amount of $10 million. 

In the case of the Air Force Reserve, the program which has been 
presented is in the amount of $30 million. 

Mr. Winsteap. But you don’t have the exact number of projects ? 

Mr. Dretnincer. I don’t have them, sir. 

Wecan furnish them for you if you wish. 

Mr. Winsreap. How about the Air National Guard ? 

Mr. Derntncer. The Air National Guard is $20 million. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. Twenty. 

Mr. Ducanper. Pardon me. Air National Guard has been appro- 
priated for, though; has it not? 

Mr. Brooks. They were—— 

Mr. Detnincer. It is in the regular fiscal 1958 appropriation bill, 
if that has been passed. 

Mr. Ducanper. I mean, the House has passed it. 

Mr. Dernincer. The House passed it. 

Mr. Winsrteap. If I understand correctly now, these numbers you 
are giving me are projects that have been recommended by the various 
services, and approved by the various services, and are now pending 
before your Department for approval or disapproval ? 

Mr. Derntncer. That is right, sir, from a requirements standpoint ; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Secretary, I listened with great interest to 
your statement, and especially that portion that has to do with your 
problems of administering the Joint Facilities Act. You say: 

Until Congress indicates a less stringent interpretation of the term “prac- 


ticable” as used in the law, intended or desired, we shall attempt to administer 
this responsibility fairly but firmly. 





Have you any recommendations as to how we can change your law 
to make your job an easier one ¢ 

Secretary Bryant. No. What I meant to imply there was that it 
was my hope that the manner in which we were administering it was 
in consonance with what we interpreted your desire to be. Not that it 
was suggestive of a change, but an assurance from the standpoint of 
administration that we were following the theory that the Congress 
had in mind and wished to be followed. I think that is the statement. 

Mr. Dernincer. That is correct. 

Secretary Bryant. Perhaps if you want to add anything to that, 
Mr. Deininger, I would be happy to have you do so. 
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But that was the main reason for stating it, largely to get your con- 
currence in our administrative action. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. How many Reserve armories do we have through- 
out the Nation and in our territorial possessions at the present time? 
That is Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine Corps. I am not talking 
about National Guard. I am talking now about the Reserves of the 
Regular Establishment. And I would like to know how many of them 
are jointly used. 

Secretary Bryant. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Deininger will answer the 
question, but I refer you to some of the statistical information which 
1 referred to in my statement that is contained and attached to my 
statement, in the addenda which we filed. 

There is a chart, tab 7 

Mr. Van Zanprt. I don’t think we have that information, Mr. Secre- 
tary. 

Secretary Bryant. Pardon? 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. I don’t think we have the information that you 
are referring to. 

Secretary Bryant. I’m sorry, sir; I thought they had been dis- 
tributed. 

If you will refer to the chart marked tab 7 

Mr. Dernincer. (Confers.) 

Secretary Bryant. I’m sorry, wait a minute. 

Mr. Deininger will perhaps better handle this. 

Mr. Dernincer. Mr. Chairman, we have prepared a brochure show- 
ing the listing of all projects by State, alphabetically by States and 
alphabetically by locations within the States. 

(The information is as follows:) 
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construction program, fiscal year 1958 














See footnotes at end of table. 


; Program, | Training Mainte- 
Location fiscal year center size nance shop 
(unit) (bays) 
Alabama: 
OO EE y 7 i 1958 ly l 
Anniston___- re AS 1958 1 2 
ND Ak SOS esa . ; 1958 5 5 
a ee. a enen in 1958 4 l 
Eutaw soe ; Secu 1958 4 1 
Mobile___-_--- ‘ eligi Sloe on 1958 ca 3 
Normal - - - -. aes nee ad sanaine 1958 4 1 
on ndidaintehnnpeew Oh Sdlembacdokoah ; fe een 
Rae CE eee... bot nn 54-5. Lam He 1958 | 
Arkansas: 
Fort Smith_-- paelaesscotites oe 1958 ‘2 | l 
2 hin ceakcidenieelina nompasowete 1958 ly 1 
Walnut Ridge__..__- 1958 lo l 
Total 
California: 3 
Inglewood --_-- 1958 4 4 
Pasadena - - -- 1958 | 3 
Paso Robles--- ; 1958 Lg 1 
Sacramento. - fae 1958 | 3 
San Diego_._- 4 1958 2 3 
San Francisco-.--- 1958 5 ! 
Santa Barbara - -- 1958 2] 3 
Santa Monica-- 1958 ; 3 
Stockton . 1958 l 2 
Total _-_- 
Colorado: 
Canon City-- . . 1958 lg ] 
Denver (Lakewood) - - - . 1958 2 : 
Grand Junction..........-..-.-.-- 1958 2 ] 
La Junta___-- cntineee -sdnen knoe’ 1958 l 2 
Total__-- a a memambeoe pede auaiaii saad ae 
Connecticut 
Danbury i atin ii Sicinl 1958 1 2 
Manchester - --..--. poiicinndtewiicinat 1958 1 2 
a Gab ccc ecs ccc eeeasens ‘ a 
Delaware: Wilmington.........--..-- ualieed 1958 3 3 
Florida: 
Clearwater. a i el hell 1958 ly 1 
De Land ‘ ied ee ane 1958 le 1 
Jacksonville (southwest) _.....-...--.-. 1958 2 3 
Total at ol Amcenkeh aeaiereiel eo sohicdiaiiientasatl 
Georgia: 
Athens. pe ot ckbetwae 1958 l 9 
Atlanta (southeast) - - - ; ; 1958 d 3 
Columbus.. : ‘ 1958 2] 3 
Dalton 3 1958 lo I 
Macon. a 1958 ; 5 
Valdosta_ 1958 16 1 
Total... -- 
Idaho: Twin Falls- -- p 1958 1 2 
Illinois: 
Alton..__., | 1958 21 3 
Belleville___-- L958 21 3 
Carlinville- -. . 1958 % l 
Des Plaines j 1958 A l 
East St. Louis... -- | L958 a] 1 
Jacksonville 195s Ly 1 
Did enabitesen ts ata ttoniectteobasshews | 1958 1 2 
OUT « << odie so cnnnnad> cine ods 1958 l 2 
bianca cima dscddbonesah SR ciowuOetkasieeee ede 
=== 





Military construction, Army Reserve forces—United States Army Reserve 


Estimated 
construction 
cost 


$95, 000. 
193, 000 
475, 000 
95, 000 
95, 000 
34, 000 
95, 000. 


_ 


, 082, 000 
57, 000 


77,000 
101, 000, 
101, 000 


279, 000. 


563, 000 
103, 000 
124, 000 
44, 000 
451, 000 
614, 000 
187, 000 
44, 000 
250, 000 


2, 380, 000 


118, 000 
431, 000 
118, 000 
238, 000 


905, 000 


238, 000 
238, 000 


476, 000 


482, O00 


95, 000 
95, 000 
349, 000 


539, 000 


193, 000 
390), 000 
145, 000 
95, 000 
54, 000 
95, 000 


972, 000 
227, 000 


194, O00 
194, 000 
118, 000 
118, 000 
221, 000. 
118, G0 
238, 000 
238, 0.00 


1, 439, 0 0 
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Military construction, Army Reserve forces—United States Army Reserve 
construction program, fiscal year 1958—Continued 


| Program, | Training Mainte- Estimated 
Location fiscal year | center size | nance shop | construction 
(unit) (bays) cost 
| p 
Indiana: | i 
Argos 2 eal ; Coa 1958 | l6 1| 112, 000 
En  ccpcnnccse be 1958 1 2 | 227, 000 
Gontersvile. _.-.......-...- wean 1958 Mg 1 | 112, 000 
hd th tntiirntiinanoenniehearans veers ened 1958 | lo 7 112, 000: 
Indianapolis (South). ......-....-- = 1958 3 3 459, 000: 
EE iccctccasnhiscecccstsienieyees | 1958 } lg 1 | 112, 000 
Kokomo. - - - - j ag ; i 1958 1 2 227, 000 
Lafayette _. .. adi ca dp iiees : | 1958 | a1 3 | 94, 000 
Madison. - aa saint akon cemonen 1958 | 14! 1 | 112, 000: 
Montpelier ___-__- : : 1958 6) 1} 112, 000 
Rushville - - -._- dene teee make ee 1958 | lo 1 | 112, 000 
a ntti . ancinpameladentelundiie 
a a wawegewe duawedsh i én eeeeeens Pimascdas | a 1, 791, 000» 
lowa: | 
Ames a | 1958 2 3 410, 000 
Burlington... | 1958 1 2 | 227, 000 
Carroll .} 1958 | lg 1 | 112, 000: 
Charles City- 1958 | le 1 | 112, 000. 
Cherokee ____- a 1958 le 1 | 112, 000 
Iowa City-_-- He 1958 3a 2; 227, 000 
Mount Pleasant_--- = 1958 | 4 1 | 112, 000 
Washington : 1958 | 14 | 1 | 112, 000 
Total. - ! ee So ‘seni 1, 424, 000 
Kansas; | 
Emporia........... ibedseaceneos 1958 » 4 2 227, 000 
Galena. . ’ . 1958 l4 1 |} 112, 000 
Johnson County : BO 1958 1 | 2 | 227, 000 
Osawatomie... Sentai ‘ 1958 1 2 | 227, 000 
Ottawa - - - ‘ 1958 4 1 | 112, 000 
Pittsburg. __. ; 1958 1 2 | 227. 000 
DE <4 dds ehadckoaseserdabeesendeuen en 1958 3 3 | 459, 000 
Wyandotte County..-_-. ; 1958 1 2 227, 000 
SN width dos contuntikesdieendiadeb wen | Mishectncnassloies hacen auli sc iaene cana 1, 818, 000 
I yo. acc seths coanueesatcbes 1958 a 2 | 216, 000 
Louisiana: | 
Baton Rouge. nestinne eanineloce 1958 2 | 3 | 369, 000 
Monroe -- : ee eee os 1958 ‘3. ) 1 77, 000 
Total ; bicdaucnwevseothensnbhenase ja tbile ance aeeeeinedaictaeeniee ode 446, 000 
Maine: Augusta. . --- oa libibiauynctenetanieselpegibs 1958 1 2 238, 000. 
Maryland: 
Baltimore: | 
Southeast - -  eshdpibinaanniendinisneiebaianaaed 1958 3 3 459, 000 
Curtis Bay-. Kanani cone 1958 3 3 459, 000. 
Fullerton ; aie 1958 3 3 459, 000 
Towson-Ruxton Los apeialia 1958 3 3 459, 000, 
Total... : aca anameieie nn al diMthh- cena thinset Ae a ae — 1, 836, 000 
Massachusetts: 
Lawrence - . .. habs satanundnl ; 1958 idk ; Ls 97, 000 
Taunton. - is!) 1958 2 3 431, 000 
Total... onl dbo fied atime niet ieaiiate . ae ohs 528, 000 
Michigan: Detroit (west) 1958 3 3 482, 000 
Minnesota: 
International Falls ane ~~ 1958 Ve 1 118, 000 
Le Sueur..-. inet ; 1958 lo 1 118, 000 
New Prague... - , ‘ 1958 lo 1 118, 000 
Winona....- ‘ : 1958 lo 1 118, 000 
Worthington. ._.-.-- aiieatiine Aine 1958 le l 118, 000 
Total. ....- a nnn dite tb Sn eee ee de 590, 000 


See footnotes at end of table. 
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Military construction, Army Reserve forces- 
construction program, fiscal year 


Location 


Mississippi: 
Brookhaven. 
Clarksdale __ 
Natchez. - 
Oxford __. 


Total 


Missouri: 
Columbia 
Jefferson City 
Kansas City 
Lebanon 
St. Louis (northwest) - 


Total 


New Hampshire: 
Keene. j 
Manchester -- 


Total 
New Jersey: Lodi-Hackensack 


New Mexico: 
Artesia__- 
Roswell__-_-_- 


Total 


New York: 
Albany 
Jeacon-Newburgh 
Canton 
Cortland 
Glens Falls_- 
Hornell 
Malone - 
Massena- -. 
Oswego 
Penn Yan 
Rochester (Brighton) 
Tupper Lake 


WO. cas 


North Carolina: 
Beaufort _--_. 
Fayetteville 
Washington 


North Dakota: 
Grand Forks 
La Moure........-- 
EE ccbkncne 


Ohio: 
a eae 
Canton... .- 
Canton. -__- pole 
Cineinuati______- 
Columbus. 
Dayton_-........ 
Delaware __-___. 
East Palestine--_- 
Geneva. ...-...- 
Hamilton -- 
Wooster 
Youngstown 


Total. 


Oregon: Portland (northeast) - 


See footnotes at end of table. 


ae 


—_ a 


Program, 
fiseal year 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 


1958 


1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 


United States Army Reserve 


1958—Continued 


Training Mainte- 
center size nance shop 
(unit) (bays) 
lp 1 
So 3 
1 2 
l 2 
2 3 
l 2 
5 5 
le 1 
1 2 
21 3 
9 
! 1 
1 2 
2 3 
2 3 
l 
4 1 
2 1 
lg l 
ls 1 
Li 1 
2 l 
é 1 
4 4 
Mo l 
4 1 | 
ly 1 
re 2 
! > 
lg 
" 
3 3 
3 
2 3 
3 3 
3 3 
2 3 
1 2 
vA 1 
ly 1 
3 3 
“% 1 
3 3 
2 3 


woe e 


Estimated 
construction 
cost 


95, 000 
349, 000 
193, 000 
193, 000 


830, 000 
410, 000 
227, 000 
558, 000 
112, 000 
725, 000 


i 


, 032, 000 


238, 000 
179, 000 


417, 000 
101, 000 


118, 000 
238, 000 


356, 000 


472, 000 
472, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
178, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
129, 000 
589, 000 
129, 000 


2, 743, 000 


95, 000 
95, 000 
193, 000 


383, 000 


112, 000 
112, 000 
227, 000 


451, 000 


459, 000 
40, 000 
410, 000 
459, 000 
459, 000 
410, 000 
227, 000 
112, 000 
112, 000 
459, 000 
112, 000 
459, 000 


3, 718, 000 


410, 000 
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Military construction, Army Reserve forces—United States Army Reserve 
construction program, fiscal year 1958—Continued 


Pennsylvania: 


Bloomsburg... .-- 


Brookville 


Brownsville. - 


Clarion. --.-- 
Gettysburg 

Kittaning 
Lewiston_._- 
Philadelphia 


Philadelphia _ - 


Location 


State College 
Sunbury ..-. 
Uniontown__-..--- 
Washington___- 
Waynesburg - - 


Rhode Island: 
Cranston... -- 
Kingston. -...- 
Newport 


Total 


South Carolina: 
Greenwood. 
Lancaster - _- 
Rock Hill. -.- 


Total 


South Dakota: 
Huron. 
Watertown__._. 


Tennessee: 
Dunlap... 
Elizabethton. . 
Knoxville (northeast) _- 
Memphis (southwest) - 
Memphis (northwest) 
Memphis. - - - | 
Nashville (southwest) - ; cgeelt 
Nashville. 
Ripley. 
Tullahoma 


Texas: 
Brownsville _- pebio<kggbahbovgss 
Dallas (northwest) - ; 

Dallas (south-southeast) - . - -- 

Houston (northeast) -....--.- 

Meridian. _--...... | 
Port Arthur... . | 
Sinton... | 
Sonora. ... } 
Uvalde.-. | 

} 


TREE. Benn aus 
Utah: Salt Lake City (northeast)... ..---.-. | 
Virginia: 
Alexandria. 
Norfolk - 4 
Petersburg (Fort Lee) ._..-.--.-- 
Portsmouth... 
NG Dain snes 
Washington: Pasco-Kennewick - - 


See footnotes at end of table. 


Program, 
fiscal year 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


1958 
1958 
1958 
1958 


"1958 


| 
| Training Mainte- 
center size 


Estimated 


nance shop | construction 


(unit) (bays) | cost 

1 2 | 227, 000 
lg 1 112, 000 
Rit 2 | 227, 000 
1 2 | 227, 000 
14) 1 | 112, 000 
ly 1 112, 000 
My 1 112, 000 
5 5 614, 000 
5 5 614, 000 
1 2 227, 000 
' l 112, 000 
2] 3 170, 000 
2 3 170, 000 
1 2 227, 000 
Solace neecadetn aes | 3, 263, 000 
| a 
2 | 3 451, 000 
: 2 250, 000 
4 1 | 124, 000 
uni aale 825, 000 
| 3 145, 000 
1 2 193, 000 
21 3 145, 000 
483, 000 
9 1 112, 000 
le l 112, 000 
224, 000 
4 1 101, 000 
1% 1} 101, 000 
3 3 413, 000 
2 3 369, 000 
3 3 | 413, 000 
5 57, 000 
2 3 369, 000 
5 57,000 
4 1 101, 000 
lg 1 101, 000 
2, 082, 000 
Le} 1 101, 000 
5 | 5 | 503, 000 
r1 | Sed 49, 000 
3 | 3 413, 000 
| M4| 1 101, 000 
2) | 3 | 153, 000 
| 6} l 101, 000 
ya 1 101, 000 
44) 1 101, 000 
ati pl lanl ersten 
1, 623, 000 
5 | 5 558, 000 

| | 
5 5 558, 000 
3 | 36, 000 
2 3 369, 000 
1 2 | 204, 000 
1, 167, 000 

2 3 


410, 000 
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Military construction, Army Reserve forces—United States Army Reserve 
construction program, fiscal year 1958—Continued 








Program, Training Mainte- Estimated 
Location fiscal year center size | nance shop | construction 
(unit) (bays) cost 
West Virginia: 
Beckley _- : ; ; 1958 1 2 227, 000 
Clarksburg -_- 1958 1 2 | 227, 000 
Man. : 1958 lg ! 112, 000 
Martinsburg 1958 1 2 | 227, 000 
Morgantown. 1958 1 2 227, 000 
Total _-_. 1, 020, 000 
Wisconsin: a sdtideets a? a -_ » rr 
Cedarburg. -- ae 1958 Le 1 118, 000 
Fond du Lac_-- 1958 a] | 179, 000 
Kewaunee -. - -- cies E 1958 4 1 118, 000 
Lake Geneva.-_-_- 1958 ly 1 | 118, 009 
NO... ccne tate chaicabidiaienies 1958 4 1 118, 00) 
re no casacqsdes 1958 5 5 586, 000 
gg a ee ee 1958 ly 1} 11s, 000 
ee eo easton dewcectuues 1958 1 2 238, 000 
Total ee ok weed cunstnnnen sanudccaaremnnenten RsbeaBndenEOE 1, 593, 000 
a 1958 lg i 112, 000 
Overseas—Puerto Rico: ariel Cnohyae sieves. se eogee 
i soe FS as 1958 4 1 157, 000 
No oe ade 1958 l4 1 | 157, 000 
a Ae cennwadedus 1958 lg 1 | 157, 000 
Ee oe eee 1958 ly 1 157, 000 
San Juan (Rio Piedras) - --_-- ape aceite 1958 2 3 574, 000 
a ae ea sdeutad 5 SS ecé eee cc asutee ; ss 1, 202, 000 





* Exp. w/assembly hall. 


Mr. Brooks. I’m sure each member will look up his State right 
away. [ Laughter. | 

Mr. Derntncer. I call your attention to the fact that this:represents 
what we have done under the authority of the National Defense 
Facilities Act. 

There are some additional projects that were done between the end 
of World War II and the inception of the National Defense Facilities 
Act which are appropriately noted by asterisks in there. Everything 
that does not have an asterisk is something that has been done under 
the authority of the act we are speaking about this morning. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. It appears we are not going to be able to conelude 
the hearing this morning, because the House convenes at 11. 

But could you furnish us a memorandum that will show the overall 
number of Reserve armories in the country and the number that are 
jointly used, and then the total number of National Guard armories 
and the total number of the National Guard armories that are being 
used jointly. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 
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(The information is as follows:) 


OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
PROPERTIES AND INSTALLATIONS, 
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1957. 
Memorandum for Mr. Charles F. Ducander. 
Subject: Supplemental data re H. R. 7697. 

Congressman James Van Zandt, on page 34 of the hearings before the Sub- 
committee on Armed Services held on June 20, 1957, requested the following in- 
formation: “A memorandum that will show the overall number of Reserve 
armories in the country and the number that are jointly used, and then the total 
number of National Guard armories and the total number of the National Guard 
armories that are being used jointly.” 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


The total number of Army Reserve training centers, including those completed 
or under construction, is 1,899, of which 206 are jointly utilized. 

The total number of National Guard armories, including those provided by the 
States without Federal contribution which are considered adequate for training, 
is 1,763. Of this number 150 armories will be jointly utilized or are planned for 
joint utilization. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


There are 319 Naval Reserve surface facilities; 204, or 64 percent, are used 
jointly with Reserve units of other services. Of the 28 Air Reserve facilities, 27 
are shared with other Reserve components. One hundred sixty two, or 70 percent, 
of the total of 2383 Marine Corps Reserve facilities are in joint use. Within these 
totals of training centers there are 160 designated as joint Naval and Marine 
Corps Reserve training centers. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 


Air Force Reserve.—There have been completed two Air Reserve centers (non- 
fiving), i. e., Fort Worth, Tex., and Albany, N. Y. The one at Albany is being 
jointly used by other services. There are four projects (nonflying) authorized 
for construction, fiscal year 1957, at the following locations: Charlotte, N. C.; Los 
Angeles, Calif.; Shreveport, La.; and Wilkes-Barre, Pa. 

Air National Guard.—There are 13 existing aircraft control and warning 
facilities. There are five aircraft Control and warning buildings under construc- 
tion at the following locations: Hot Springs, Ark.; Milford Point, Conn. ; Groton, 
Conn. ; Savannah, Ga.; and Howard, R. I. 

W. R. DEININGER, 
Chief, Reserve Forces Facilities Division. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. | am disturbed, and like the chairman here and 
several others on the committee, I can recall the effort that we put 
forth to write this joint facilities law. I am disturbed as I travel 
over the country to find that it is not being actually—it is not work- 
ing as we thought it would. I would like to know why. 

Mr. Bray. Would the gentleman yield ¢ 

Mr. Van ZAnpv. Surely, 

Mr. Bray. Your figures will never speak the whole facts in the 

case. They can’t. Because in many instances there would be a Na- 

tional Guard Army Reserve unit there. They informally let them 
use it every time they want. You would have no record of that at 
all. It is merely a community affair. The word has gone out to 
take care of any Reserve unit or any military organization at all there, 
to allow them to use the facilities. Kut you would have nothing in 
your books to show it. 
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Secretary Bryant. I’m afraid there are not, sir. But we might 
have some sapperting data along that line. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Yes. 

Secretary Bryant. But I wouldn’t want to commit myself to the 
extent to which it would be pertinent. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Secretary, let me say this. I think in the past 
it hasn’t been the frame of mind of the committee and probably the 
e ongress to hold you too strictly to constructing these armories be- 

‘ause we felt that we had a growing program and if, for instance, 
an armory couldn’t be completely filled out for entire use during 
a 7-day-a-week program, with an expanding program we still would 

ach the point where ultimately we would need that armory, and 
rather than build it too small or too few of them we were providing 
for the future. 

Now I want to ask you this in reference to my colleague’s prior 
questions. If in addition to the data which Mr. Van Zandt asked 
you to furnish regarding the National Guard, will you show us what 
are the fall requests of the National Guard for armories and how far 
behind we are in validating their request for funds. 

( ee Bryant nods. ) 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, I would like, if you can, by data to 
show us to what extent the guard is being impeded or hindered in 
the Seeser ection of the armory program, if any, by the requirement 
for 25 percent contribution. 

Mr Van Zanvt. May I havea question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanor. Mr. Secretary, during the past 3 or 4 months I 
have encountered this problem. We have an undergraduate center 
within just a mile or two of my hometown, Altoona, Pa., and we also 
have an Air Force Reserve unit. Now there is in the planning the 
construction of a traiming center for the Air Force Reserve unit. | 
suggested possibly to house the air ROTC unit at the undergraduate 
center and to house the Air Reserve unit. We could build on the 
campus of the undergraduate center a building for both. I am in- 
formed that the law will not permit it. 

Now to me there is a good opportunity of joint utilization of 
facilities. 

Would you like to comment, speaking for the Department of De- 
fense, as to whether or not the Department would object to language 
on this bill sitidindi Public Law 783, 81st Congress, so that such 
joint facility could be constructed and so that the Air ROTC and an 
Air Force Reserve unit could use the same facility ? 

Now to me, | think it would save money for the taxpayers of this 
country. 

Mr. Bray. Would the gentleman yield there ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Surely. 

Mr. Bray..I think the House passed an ROTC bill—I am not sure, 
but I think we did last year. At least we introduced. But if we 
passed it the Senate never acted on it. That allowed building armor- 
ies for that purpose. I remember it was introduced, and I thought we 
passed it. 

Mr. Burns. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Bryne. 

Mr. Burns. May I ask a question / 
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Mr. Brooxs, Sure. Go ahead. 

Mr. Burns. As soon as the Secretary is through consulting. 

Secretary Bryant. Answering your question, Mr. Van Zandt, I 
think it would be difficult for me to be specific about the situation to 
which you refer. _ But, generally speaking, I could not interpose criti- 
cism or objection to the end point that you are after. Certainly, we 
are all anxious to arrive at economy as well as the maximum joint 
utilization. 

I would prefer, if possible, to give this specific situation further re- 
view, before I comment on it. 

(Mr. Van Zandt nods. ) 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is all, Mr. Chairman, 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Burns. 

Mr. Burns. Mr. Secretary, you have here the location in accordance 
with the Reserve Forces Facilities Act since the end of World War LI, 
and the question occurs to me as to what are the facilities that are 
presently being used. ‘That is not in this report, is it ? 

Secretary Bryant. I am informed that neither the old State-owned 
armories or those which are leased would be reflected. Is that your 
question ¢ 

Mr. Burns. No. I had particular reference—I noticed just in par- 
ticular in Hawaii, the locations that you have listed here, and you 
do not have listed areas which you are using for Reserve forces, par- 
ticularly in my mind at Fort De Russy. 

Mr. Dernrncer. Mr. Chairman, this list which we have furnished 
to the committee does not include facilities which have not been con- 
structed originally for the purpose of the Reserves. It is aimed at 
giving an accounting of what has been done under this particular 
authorization. 

Mr. Burns. That is what I assumed. I would like to suggest, if it 
is at all possible, in order to get the broad picture of what actually is 
going on, that the committee be furnished with what are your facili- 
ties, what you are using at present and what you have here. 

Mr. Detnrncer. That would be a complete inventory of all facili- 
ties that are used, 

Mr. Burns. Roughly, or as much as you can, without going too far. 
Because I think in many areas you are probably using facilities which 
were in existence. You haven’t done any reconversion or anything 
else. And you do have usage there. 

Mr. Detnrncer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now let me ask this question, Mr. Secretary. 

For instance, suppose in a locality you went ahead and made con- 
tribution, we will say, to the National Guard for funds for guard 
units in that locality. Perhaps it is a reasonable locality. Maybe 
later on a Reserve unit is organized in that same environment. Would 
you then—what provisions have you made in advance for the joint 
utilization of that armory ? 

Secretary Bryanr. I tried to cover that, Mr, Chairman—perhaps 
not specifically enough. But the answer is that not being at the time 
certain with respect to the development of additional requirements but 
anticipating that possibility, we tried to get a site large enough to ac- 
commodate as an adjunct to the original facility and the joint utiliza- 
tion of utility services and so forth—— 
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Mr. Brooks. Well, do you make any arrangements in your contract 
with the National Guard in the event a Reserve unit is or ganized to 
permit a joint user? 

Secretary Bryant. I don’t know that we make a contract at the 
time. What I had in mind is this. There is enough language in the 
agreement between the parties involved, that is the State and the 
Federal Government, to indicate an anticipation, but the determina- 
tion of the practicability of that is left to the time that the secondary 
requirement matures. So it is not to that extent a certain or binding 
arrangement. It is a contemplated possibility, and it is understood by 
the parties, in the language of the agreement. 

At the time that the additional requirement matures, then the prac- 
ticability and the propriety of joint usage is then a matter of determi- 
nation. 

Mr. Brooks. It could be worked out. 

Secretary Bryant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. That isall. Any further questions? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Secretary for a 
fine statement. 

Secretary Bryant. I appreciate the committee’s indulgence. 

Mr. Brooks. Shall we proceed ? 

We have Secretary Milton here this morning. What is the pleasure 
of the committee 

Mr. Bray. The House is in session now. 

Mr. Brooxs. It has been suggested we continue until sve have a bell. 
Is there any objection to that ? 

Mr. Bray. I can’t stay because there is business on the floor, and I 
ought to be there. 

Mr. Brooks. What business 1s there / 

Mr. Bray. [ Aside. | 

Mr. Brooks. What is the pleasure of the subcommittee ¢ 

If there is no objection, then, let’s proceed with Mr. Milton there. 

Mr. Secretary—— 

Mr. Morris. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooks. He has a short statement there, and we ought to be able 
to get through his statement. We want to hear from you this morning 
Mr. Secretary. 

Secretary Miron. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Glad to have you back. Have a seat. 

Secretary Mirron. Thank you very kindly. May I bring Genera 
Shuler up with me, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Sure. 

Mr. Morris. May I inquire, Mr. Chairman, just what there is on the 
floor, if you know? I don’t have any written notice with me this 
morning. Do you bias what is on the floor this morning? 

Mr. Brooxs. Off the record. 

(Discussi6n off the record.) 

Mr. Morris. I think we ought to go ahead, as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, it is a short statement. We can certainly finsh 
that. 

Have a seat, Mr. Secretary. We will be happy to have your state- 
ment. 

Secretary Miuron. Mr. Chairman and other distinguished members 
of this committee, I do have a short statement, but I heard you say 
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you are pressured for time, and I would like to even brief that be- 
cause I know the wishes of the committee. 

Mr. Brooks. You take your time, because we are going to ask you 
a few questions here. 

Secretary Miuron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And we would be glad to have you go ahead and am- 
plify as much as you can beforehand. 

Secretary Mirrron. Thank you, sir. First I would like to say that 
the Army strongly endorses the request for the increased authoriza- 
tion. Unless we hive this increase, of course, we will not be able to 
use the moneys which were requested for fiscal year 1958. That point 
has been brought out previously by the chairman. 

May I give vou briefly and in just a few words the way we handle 
the Reserve construction program. And may I add without ~ 
Public Law 783 we would have indeed been in a very, very bad wa 
It has proven a boon to us ever since 1950. And since that year we 
have been able to provide approximately 1,250 armories for the Na- 
tional Guard and the USAR, 

In approaching facilities for the Reserve components, the first thing 
we look at are available Army facilities, and if they are suitable and 
accessible we use those, because we feel we have a mandate from this 
committee to use existing facilities first. 

The second type of facility which we use and which we do not con- 
sider generally adequate are the type that we call the leased facilities. 
And in the years gone by and even at this particular moment our leased 
facilities generally consist of rooms over groc ery stores or maybe at a 
fire department in a locality or some suitable building that we can 
lease, 

In the main, these facilities do not permit us to have the equip- 
ment that we would like to have for the adequate training of the 
Reserve. Therefore, we in the Army consider the leased facility as 
somewhat of a stopgap until we can get the constructed facility. 

And under Public Law 783, you had given us the authorization and 
then the Appropriation Committee has given us annually a certain 
sum of money to build the armories both for the National Guard and 
for the USAR. 

I think—I know we have proven conclusively to our own satisfac- 
tion, and I hope to the satisfaction of this c ommittee, that we now can 
get reservists in members. 

And one of our major problems now is keeping our facilities in 
tempo with those increasing numbers. And that is the reason why 
we so strongly endorse this particular bill. 

I may say—and this has been touched on lightly by Secretary 
Bryant—that under the directive which came to us from the Secretary 
of Defense in December of 1956 it was necessary for us to review the 
troop basis of our Reserve components. That, of course, is bound to 
have some impact upon the construction program, It will be several 
months before that troop basis is formalized to the point that we 
could bring it to the attention of this committee, at which time we 
would expect to bring before you a complete revised long-range pro- 
gram for facilities. 

In our request for appropriations and in our request for the author- 
ization to use that appropriation, we are firmly convinced that there 








will be nothing constructed that will not be used for the Reserve 
components in any new troop basis which might evolve. 

Weare still a long way from meeting our goal. 

Mr. Chairman, with that brief introduction, I have General Shuler 
here who has certain charts which I think will answer some of the 
questions which you have previously put to Mr. Bryant. I would 
like for the committee to know that I stand ready to provide any 
information and answer any question to the best of my ability, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me interject this thought here. Secretary Bryant 
told me he had to leave immediately afterward there. So unless we 
have any more questions—I don't think we have any future—we can 
release him if he hasn’t already gone there. 

Full statement of Secretary Milton is as follows: 


STATEMENT BY Hon. HUGH M. MILton II, ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 
(MANPOWER AND RESERVE FORCES) 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Army welcomes the oppor 
tunity to appear before this committee to support the further extension of the 
National Defense Facilities Act of 1950 (Public Law 783, Sist Cong.). During 
the last 7 years, approximately 1,250 National Guard armories and Army Reserve 
training centers located throughout the 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico have been provided for under the authorization of this law. These facilities 
have contributed greatly to the success of the Reserve program. 

Experiences since 1950 with Public Law 783, 81st Congress, have shown that 
this law does provide suitable authorization for the implementation of the 
National Guard and Army Reserve construction programs. The Army strongly 
endorsed this legislation when it was being considered by this committee 
initially in 1950, and again for extension in 1955. The Army recommends that 
the proposed amendments to Public Law 783, Slst Congress, as presented by 
the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations) be enacted 
into law. 

The Army is making a maximum effort to use suitable existing facilities in 
order to keep our construction costs down, We construct new training centers 
and armories only when there are no other adequate means of meeting our needs. 
We examine all existing facilities of the active and Reserve forces and appro 
priate available privately owned facilities prior to recommending new construc- 
tion, Existing facilities of the military departments and other Government 
agencies are used whenever they are (1) available and suitable for Reserve 
component training, and (2) reasonably accessible to the reservist. 

Pending construction’ of required new training centers, the Army Reserve is 
relying largely on the leasing of privately owned facilities. This is true, to a 
lesser degree, for the National Guard. Experiences have shown that leasing is 
unsatisfactory and should be considered a temporary expedient only. Most of 
the space available for leasing consists of the rear of a store, a vacant ware- 
house or garage, a rented floor above a local business enterprise or in an office- 
type building. This type of space severely limits the amount and type of military 
equipment that can be used, stored, and maintained, and limits instruction to 
classroom lectures and training films. Vitally necessary, practical work cannot 
be given. We must have facilities where we can conduct a realistic training 
program and retain both the interest and the skills of reservists. Also, we be- 
lieve that the quality and appearance of the training center and armories must 
be such that they will be accepted with pride in our local communities. 

In coordination with the Department of Defense, the Bureau of the Budget, 
and representatives of the National Guard, we have developed standard desigus 
and construction specifications for National Guard armories and Army Reserve 
training centers. We earnestly hope that our construction program can go for- 
ward and that the Reserve program will not be hindered by a lack of adeqaute 
facilities. 

We have proven that we can enlist soldiers for our Reserve program. How- 
ever, to insure that we can keep the quality and quantity we need for defense of 
this Nation, we must improve the current inadequate facilities, which currently 
number approximately 2,300. 
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In December 1956, the Department of Defense established new troop strengths 
for the development of long-range plans and programs in support of the Reserve 
components. These new strengths are now being analyzed by the Army. It will 
be some months before this analysis can be completed and a revised, long-range, 
construction program developed. Preliminary examinations of what will prob- 
ably be the new Reserve forces structure have clearly shown a requirement for 
the continuation of the Reserve components construction program. 

With me is Brig. Gen. W. R. Shuler, Chief of the Army’s Construction Division, 
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics. General Shuler is prepared to 
give you the status of the Army’s construction authorized under Public Law 783, 
81st Congress, and to discuss our future requirements. 

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that you hear General Shuler and, after his testi- 
mony, the general and I will be glad to attempt to answer any questions that the 
committee may have. 

Mr. Brooks. General, you have some charts you want to show the 
committee ¢ 

General Suvter. Mr. Chairman, I have a statement, accompanied 
by charts, which I feel will answer many of the questions that the com- 
mittee has already asked. I would like to proceed on that at this 
time, with your permission. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. Proceed. 

General SHULER. L propose, Mr, Chairman, to make my presenta- 
tion in the following manner: First, to describe how the Army estab- 
lishes the requirements for construction necessary for the adminis- 
tration and training of the Reserve components; second, to give an 
accounting of the $189 million appropriated to the Army under the 
authorization of Public Law 783, 81st Congress; third, to provide 
an estimate of our future construction requirements as we now know 
them; and fourth, to cover joint utilization of facilities by the several 
Reserve components, 

The long-range requirements for facilities are derived from the Re- 
serve components troop program, which, in turn, is based on troop 
strengths approved by the Secretary of Defense, and on plans for 
fighting future wars, as approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

This troop program is a listing of National Guard and Army Re- 
serve units which the Army will mobilize in event of an emergency. 
The Army Reserve units are allocated to the Zone of the Interior 
Armies, who in turn station these units in towns and cities, where they 
establish there will be sufficient number of participating reservists to 
fill the units to authorized strengths. 

Based on facilities policies, construction standards, and space cri- 
teria published by Department of the Army, the Army commanders 
surveyed their facility requirements, and developed ‘plans for the 
stationing and housing of the Army Reserve units. 

The column on the right of this chart (chart 1) shows the results 
of this survey. A_ total of 2,570 Army Reserve training centers are 
required, It is estimated that 405 of them, represented by the blue 
area, can be adequately housed in leased space, and 400, represented 
by the area in green, can be adequately housed in donated facilities 
provided rent free by agencies of the Federal Government or by local 
communities. 

For the 1,765 other locations, represented by the area in red, we 
need to build new training centers. The column on the left of this 
chart shows, as of April 30, 1957, the total number of Army Reserve 
training centers existing, under construction, or programed for con- 
struction with available funds. 








The color legend is the same as for the column on the right. 

Of the 2,047 training centers, 1,334 are in leased space, 427 are 
in donated space, and 286 are standard-design training centers. 

The middle column represents those current assets that are adequate 
for continued use. This chart shows the extent to which the Army 
must rely on inadequate, leased facilities until such time as the long- 
range construction program can be completed. 

The figures for “Planned acquisitions” shown on the side of the 
column for “Total requirements” represent the deficiencies in the three 
categories (leased, donated, and standard design) which must be pro- 
vided in fiscal year 1958 and subsequent years; 1,479 of these are to be 
provided by constructed facilities in the “Military construction, Army 
Reserve forces program.’ 

The construction requirements for the National Guard are computed 
in a different manner. The Army does not assign National Guard 
units to the States. The units are offered by the Army and accepted by 
the States. In accepting, the States must consider their capability 
to man, house, and train the offered units. 

This next chart (chart 2) gives the National Guard picture. The 
green area represents armories provided by the States without United 
States Government contributions. 

The red area represents those State-owned facilities constructed 
or planned for construction, with United States Government and State 
matching funds. 

On April 30, 1957, there were 2,726 National Guard armories exist- 
ing, under construction, or programed with available appropriations: 
1,762 of these have been provided wholly by the States, and 964 have 
been provided in part with United States Government contributions 
authorized by Public Law 783, 81st Congress. 

The middle column indie ates those armories adequate for continued 
use. The column on the right represents estimated total requirements 
of 2,789). 

This chart indicates that the total requirement for 2,780 National 
Guard armories, approximately one-third were provided by the States 
without United States Government contributions: another one-third 
have been provided for during the period fiscal years 1952-57 with 
United States Government contributions under Public Law 783, and 
the last one-third remains to be funded in fiseal year 1958 and future 
years. 

Standard designs have been prepared by the Army for those loca- 
tions where new construction is required. These designs, including 
space criteria and construction standards, have been reviewed and 
accepted by the DOD and the Bureau of the Budget. 

The States are not required to adhere to these designs. However. 
United States Government contributions to the States for National 
Guard facilities are based on approved space criteria and construction 
standards. Where the states exceed these standard designs, they pay 
100 percent of the applicable costs. 

As a result of experiences gained in using training centers completed 
early in the program, the Army has established a need to revise the 
Army Reserve training center space criteria. This proposed revision is 
now being processed with the Department of Defense. 
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In addition to armories and training centers, standard designs have 
also been prepared for nonarmory facilities, including storage, ad- 
ministrative maintenance, and outdoor training facilities. 

The next chart (chart 3) shows in the solid red bars the total dollar 
requirements of the National Guard, and Army Reserve construc- 
tion programs. The total requirements, based on the troop program, 
is $789 million, distributed $371 million to the National Guard, and 
$418 million tothe Army Reserve. 

The blue-dotted area represents funds appropriated totaling $189 
million. distributed $119 million to the National Guard, and $70 mil- 
lion to the Army Reserve. 

This chart does not include: 

(a) An estimated $500 million State capital investment in National 
Guard facilities prior toenactment of Public Law 783. 

(6) State matching funds. 

(c) $13.5 million appropriated for the Army Reserve in fiscal year 
1950 prior to enactment of Public Law 783. 

(7d) $1.6 million appropriated for the Army Reserve in fiscal year 
1951 which was unobligated on June 30, 1954, and which is no longer 
available for future obligations. 

This next chart (chart 4) shows the status, as of April 30, 1957, of 
the projects funded with the $189 million, 

The National Guard Bureau has received $97 million for the con- 
struction of 964 armories. As of April 30, 1957, 594, estimated cost 
S48 million, had been completed ; 273, estimated cost $33 million, were 
under construction; and 97, estimated cost $16 million, were pro 
gramed with available appropriations. 

Forty of these, estimated cost $8 million, are scheduled for contract 
award prior to June 30, 1957. Similar data is also shown for the $22 
million provided for approximately 319 National Guard nonarmory 
projects. For the Army Reserve, $70 million has been provided 
under authorization of Public Law 783 for construction of training 
centers. As of April 30, 1957, 79, estimated cost $24 million, had 
been completed; 59, estimated cost $18 million, were under construc- 
tion; and 103, estimated cost $28 million, were programed with avail. 
able appropriations. 

Of these 103, 66 more, estimated cost $24 million, are scheduled 
for contract award by June 30, 1957, 

The next chart (chart No. 5) shows the Army National Guard fund 
availability and obligations for fiscal year 1954 through fiseal year 
1958, including the requested fiscal year 1958 new appropriations of 
320 million. 

The green line represents cumulative appropriations, and the red 
line represents obligations. Fiscal years 1954 and 1955 obligations 
acutally incurred were slightly over $19 million in each of the years, 
and the obligations for fiscal year 1956 were nearly $29 million. This 
established a new record in the execution of the National Guard econ- 
struction program. Contracts for the 279 National Guard Armory 
and nonarmory projects were awarded in fiscal year 1956. 

This chart is based on State construction schedules submitted to the 
Chief, National Guard Bureau and shows that we had estimated that 
obligations in fiscal year 1957 would approximate $25 million. Our 
appraisal as of this date, based on status of advertising and contract 
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award, schedules, is that we may exceed the $25 million level by $3 
million or $4 million. 

The carryover of United States Government funds, as shown on this 
chart, into fiscal year 1959 is estimated at $16 million. This carryover 
is essential to encourage the State authorities to go to their legisla- 
tures and secure the necessary State matching funds with the assurance 
that Federal contributions will be available. 

The next char. (chart 6), shows similar information for the Army 
Reserve. Contracts for 58 Army Reserve training centers with cost 
of $14.3 million, were awarded in fiscal year 1956. This represents a 
fourfold increase over fiscal year 1955. 

During the first 10 months of fiscal year 1957, actual obligations 
were $9.7 million. This chart and the fiscal year 1958 budget justifica- 
~ show that we had scheduled a $30 million level of obligations for 

fiscal year 1957 which represented a 100-percent imcrease over fiscal 
year 1956. Our appraisal as of this date, based on status of advertising 
and contract award schedules is that we may miss the $30 million level 
by $2 or $3 million. 

The rate of obligations for the Army Reserve during the first 10 
months of fiscal year 1957 is admittedly low. However, this has been 

caused by factors completely beyond the ee ’s control. 

The Army Reserve carryover into fiscal year 1959, as shown on this 
chart, is estimated to be approximately $8 Tiition. This carryover is 
required for commitments on work sti arted in fiscal year 1958, and to 
permit continuation of design, land acquisition, and contract awards 
during the first quarter of fiscal year 1959 pending apportionment of 
fiscal year 1959 funds. 

As Secretary Milton advised in his statement, the Army Staff is 
currently reviewing the troop program against the revised Reserve 
component troop ceilings established by the Secretary of Defense in 
December 1956. 

It will be several months before this review can be completed, and 
a new Reserve component troop program established. Our future 
construction requirements, as prev iously presented on chart 3, may be 
revised as a result of this review of the troop program, if Public 
Law 783, Sist Congress, is further amended as recommended by the 
Department of Defense, we will have the necessary authorization 
to continue this program. We will consult with the committee, through 
the Department of Defense, and provide information on proposed 
specific projects, including locations, size, and estimated cost, before 
proc eeding with construction. 

Turning now to the matter of joint utilization, the next chart (chart 
7) shows the N National Guard picture. The column on the left repre 
sents the existing 916 State-owned armories, provided without United 
States Government assistance, that are considered adequate. 

Thirty-nine or 4 percent of these facilities are used by one or more 
of the other Reserve components. The column on the r ight represents 
the 867 State-owned armories completed, or under construction, using 
in part United States Government. funds. 

Of the 867 total, 401 or 46 percent are located in small towns where 
there are no other Reserve components. One hundred and ninety-seven 
projects, or 23 percent are for rehabilitation of modific ‘ation of existing 
older, overe Room armories and are not suitable for joint use. 
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For 148 projects or 17 percent the impracticability of joint utiliza- 
tion has been approved by the Department of Defense. 

One hundred and twenty-one projects or 14 percent are either used 
jointly or make provision for such future use. If we deduct these 
lower two groups—on this bar [indicating] then 121 or 45 percent or 
269 locations are either used jointly or make plans for future joint use. 

Department of the Army policies require that maximum use be 
made of all existing facilities, including those of the other Reserve 
components, before new construction will be requested. 

Each new project is examined at the local, State, Zone of the Interior 
Army and departmental level to see if there are, in fact, any existing 
facilities that could be used or if the proposed project could be con- 
solidated with one of the other Reserve components. 

The final review is made by the Reserve Forces Facilities Committee 
of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Properties and 
Installations). This Committee consists of a representative of Assist- 
ant Secretary of Defense (Properties and Installations), Assistant 
Secretary of Defense (Manpower, Personnel and Reserves), and each 
of the three military departments, 

The major mission of this Committee is to provide the Secretary of 
Defense with recommendations on the development and implementa- 
tion of Reserve components construction programs, including the 
practicability of joint utilization. 

The next chart (No. 8) shows similar data for the Army Reserve 
training centers. The column on the left represents the 1,761 training 
centers in use as of April 30, 1957, that were provided by funds other 
than those authorized by Public Law 783. These are primarily leased 
facilities or space provided rent free by the military services, other 
Government agencies, or by local communities. 

One hundred and seventy-seven, or 10 percent of these facilities are 
used jointly with 1 or more of the other Reserve components. The 
column on the right represents the 138 training centers completed or 
under construction as of April 30, 1957, with funds authorized by Pub- 
lic Law 783; 31 or 23 percent of these projects are 3 unit (600 men) 
or larger, and, in accordance with Department of Defense policies, are 
not considered practicable for joint use; 24 or 17 percent are located 
where the other Reserve components have no construction require- 
ment. For 54 projects or 39 percent, the impracticability of joint use 
has been approved by the Department of Defense; 29 projects or 21 
percent do provide for joint use. 

These two charts show that under provisions of Public Law 783, 81st 
Congress there has been a marked increase in joint use of the facilities 
of the Reserve components. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

With me, to assist in providing any additional information you may 
desire, are Major General McGowan, Chief of the Army Division of 
the National Guard Bureau, and Major General Lindeman, Chief, 
Army Reserve and ROTC Affairs, of Department of the Army, who 
will assist in answering any questions, sir, that the committee may 
have. 

Mr. Brooks. We thank you very much, General, and you, too, Mr. 
Secretary, for fine statements there. 
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Now, we have a good many questions to ask you, gentlemen. It 
seemed to me—we are not going to be able to conclude this this morn- 
ing. It might be better to ‘let the questioning go over. 

Now, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, then, when we find out what 
the prograin is, if the Congress will be in session tomorrow—is there 
any objection to any committee meeting tomorrow / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. Well, there being no objection, we will wait. Then 
if there is a program for the House to meet tomorrow, we will, meet 
tomorrow morning. Also, we have a subcommittee appointed by the 
chairman to go out of town and I hope all of you will accompany 
that subcommittee. 

We will adjourn. 

Can you be back tomorrow morning, Mr. Secretary ? 

Secretary Mu.ron. At your wish, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you, Mr. Secretary, and we will let you know. 
We will let everybody know. 

(At 11:30 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned.) 





House or Representatives, 

COMMITTER ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SuBcoMMITTEE No. 1, 

Wash eairem /), { 44 Friday, June GI. 1957. 

The subcommittee reconvened at 10 a. m.. Hon. Overton Brooks, 
chairman of the subcommittee, ule 

Mr. Brooxs. The subcommittee will please come to order. 

Yesterday, when we had to adjourn because the House was in ses- 
sion, we had heard from Secret: wy Hugh Milton in his statement, but 
which is still before the committee. 

We also had heard from Gen, W. RR. Shuler, who is chief of con 
struction division of the De partment of the Army. 

And we had adjourned with the underst: anding that they would be 
back this morning, and we would complete the questioning of the com- 
mittee as to their two statements. 

Mr. Secretary Milton, would you step forward / 

And if General Shuler will come with you, too, we could complete 
this in one process. 

I think you both made excellent statements yesterday, but there are 
a good many details we would like to clear up. 

Just have a seat there, General, and Mr. Secretary. 

I think your chart helped a great deal in showing us the progress 
being made with the construction of Reserve installations. 

One of our colleagues is worried as to whether or not the 25 percent 
requirement for National Guard was impeding the progress of the 
guard program of installations. 

Now, Mr. Milton, you are a former guard officer, and you are cer- 
tainly fair and unbiased. It is your opinion that that is not imped- 
som program in any way, isn’t ‘that true / 

Secretary MILTon. ‘Definitely, I would say it is not. General Mc- 
Gowan, is here, and I am certain, he would attest to the fact that we 
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have State moneys far in excess of the Federal matching moneys at 
the present time. 

Mr. Brooks. As a matter of fact, it has been my understanding that 
most of the States do wish to inake a certain contribution because the “y 
want to be assured that they are retaining control, complete control 
of the armories that are built. 

Secretary Miiron. That is my impression, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Mr. Secretary, let me ask you this question. 

We now, for the first time, are reaching a point when we can meas- 
ure the size of the Army Reserve program, isn’t that true? 

Secretary Mizron. We have certainly reached 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, a guard of 400,000, and a Reserve of 
300,000, that is right, isn’t it ? 

Secretary Minron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So that your installation construction should be meas- 
ured in terms of a guard of 400,000, and a Reserve of 300,000; that is 
correct; isn’t it? 

Secretary Mivron. Well, may I put it in this context, sir. As I 
mentioned in my statement yesterday, we are certain that we can get 
the men into the Reserve components now. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, but you are not certain you can get the money 
now. 

Secretary Minton. That is right. 

Our problem 
Mr. Bacoss: There is always an uncertain quality in this type of 
work. [Laughter. | 

Secretary Minron. And we are currently reviewing our troop basis 
which at some later date I hope to have the privilege of bringing before 
the committee. It will be several months yet before that is completed. 
At the present moment, we do not see any conflict between the requested 
appropriations for facilities, and any change which might come about. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, tell me: Is your study being based on the 
thought that your Reserve would be 300,000 ? 

Secret ry Miron. Not necessarily so, because at the present time, 
we do have the three hundred and the four hundred thousand. But we 
had been given a certain latitude beyond those figures within which 
we can work, and say it may be something in excess of those. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, do you mean, when you say “latitude,” the num- 
ber of men needed in the process of being— 

Secretary Mriuron. In participating strength, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Being trained. 

Secretary Mitton. Being trained, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. Is that what you mean by the latitude in 
addition ¢ 

Secretary Mirtron. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

But your basic overall armory construction program would be 
based on 300,000. 

Secretary Miuron. At this moment, yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. At this moment. 

Secretary Miutron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 
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And the guard would be based on 400,000. 

Secretary Miuron. 400,000. 

Mr. Brooks. At this moment. 

Secretary Mirton. The number of units that make up that 400,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

I was pleased to hear that within a short time relatively speaking, 
you would be able to come back to this committee and give us an overall 
plan for your whole construction program. 

Secretary Mirron. And also the troop basis, because they are tied 
together very definitely, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. I think the committee would like to have that. 

For a long time we have been wondering where we are going in ref- 
erence to construction, and when we will end. Now, we can see, with 
a complete plan, when we will end on this thing. 

Now, what worries me—since you are here I would like to ask you 
a few questions. 

The Appropriations Committee recommended $197,000: 

Secretary Miron. $197 million. Aslightslip. [Laughter. ] 

Mr. Brooks. Now, we went in because the Department had requested 
$10 more. 

(Secretary Milton nods.) 

Mr. Brooks. $207 million. 

Mr. Brooks. This committee was interested in helping to get the 
additional money which you said you needed for the program. So we 
helped to sponsor and put through an amendment to appropriate $10 
million more, making the sum total that you needed for this Reserve 
program. 

(Secretary Milton nods.) 

Mr. Brooks. But now I have heard a good many things since the 
bill went through the House which would indicate to me that there is 
some difficulty down there, financially, about the program. What is 
that ? 

Secretary Mirron. Both the National Guard, and the USAR budg- 
ets were made up prior to the November 26 directive from the Secre- 
tary of Defense. That directive said that a condition precedent to 
enlistment would be a willingness to undertake basic training. It was 
in January that this committee so graciously heard the arguments of 
both the National Guard and the Army on the necessity for that basic 
training. 

The cost of that was not included in the budget as it was submitted. 

When I appeared before this committee a month or 6 weeks ago, you 
will recall, sir, that I presented charts showing that if the recruitment 
continued at the rate that it was going we would require many, many 
millions of dollars more and that something would have to be done to 
control it. 

I have forgotten the figures, but as I remember in the overall it was 
something in excess of $500 million, unless we did something—if we 
kept on at the rate we were going. 

Mr. Brooks. But we had a meeting of the subcommittee and then 
we passed a resolution. You will recall that. Everybody here re- 
members the resolution. And in it we resolved, the committee did, 
that the plan for 400,000 for the guard, and 300,000 for the Reserve, 
was a good plan. 
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And then we would approve and seek to help getting the funds for 
an additional number of people which would give you those in the 
process of training necessary to maintain that strength, those two 
strengths. You recall that. 

Secretary Minton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. We were trying to follow through on that program. 
Now, we understood that program would fill up the ranks of the Re- 
serves and the guard. And that was correct; wasn’t it? 

Secretary Mitton. Yes, sir. 

I think I ought to add that there are several speculative factors in 
maintaining the strength of USAR and likewise the National Guard. 
The first one is that we will have somewhere in the magnitude of 
108,000 lads who come back after 2 years of active service, who under 
the law now have a participating responsibility. 

Now, just how many of those we are going to get no one can tell. 
As best we can estimate, there will be 73,000 of those individuals who 
will be in localities where they can participate in National Guard, 
or USAR. But even at that, that is a speculative matter. 

We initially figured that out of that 73,000 the National Guard 
would get 23,000 and the USAR would get 50,000. 

We feel—we wanted to make every effort of course, to get everyone 
of them to participate, as far as possible, and whether the 50 and 
23 is right or whether it is 37 and 37, no one can tell because we have 
no experience factors. 

Another area that enters into the picture is the lad who is in high 
school and by the directive of this committee we were not to interrupt 
the high school program of any lad coming in. So the number that 
we would take in there—that would still be included within the 300,-. 
000 and the 400,000. 

Mr. Brooxs. Your figures are definite, though, on that group, are 
they not ? 

Secretary Murron. We have a pretty good estimate based on the 
last 6 months of that particular item. However, that can fluctuate. 
As I told the committee once before, the profile of our accessions into 
the Reserve program had surprised me tremendously. If you will 
recall, the particular area, Mr. Brooks, that you were so interested 
in—the 1-year man in this interim 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Secretary Mizron. At one time that was a tremendous factor. After 
a while, it played out. I think it is running maybe 700 or 800, 
before we cut off. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Secretary Murron. What I am trying to say is that there are many 
intangibles. As best we could arrive at, the 300,000 for the USAR 
would require $207 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, that is what you had. 

Secretary Mirron. That is exactly what we have, thanks to the 
efforts of this committee. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, you have that. Now, you will be able to train 
enough 6-month men in that program, plus ‘the other accessions that 
you have, to take care of 300,000 for the Army Reserve, is that right ? 

Secretary Mitton. I am certain—General Lindeman is here, and 
he has these figures so available. 

Could I call him to the table? 
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Mr. Brooks. Sure, call him and ask him to sit to your left. 

Secretary Minrron. General Lindeman. 

Mr. Brooks. You see, what we are trying to get—just have a seat 
there. We are trying to get where we are. Now, all of a sudden it 
is like the drought over in Texas. You had a 7-year dought, and 
then all of a sudden you didn’t have a drought, but you had a flood. 

Secretary Miron. You had a deluge. 

Mr. Brooks. The folks got drowned trying to get the drought 
checks. ; 

Mr. Morris. Don’t forget Oklahoma, too. 

Mr. Brooxs. You had a drought in this area for many years, and 
all of a sudden you have a flood, You have to readjust yourself. 
And what the committee wants to know is where are we on that pro- 
gram financially ¢ 

Secretary Miron. In order to get General Lindeman oriented to 
your question as I see it—the chairman of the committee is asking the 
question: In the $207 million are we going to retain a 300,000-man 
strength in the USAR, without any additional moneys? 

General Linpeman. To answer that question. 

But the intangible that was brought up by Mr. Milton is the 2-year 
man. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, your answer is “Yes, that will be done.” 

Give us the explanation of the uncertainties. 

General Linpeman. Well, the uncertainty as far as I am concerned 
is if the 2-year man does not materialize then the input into your Re- 
serve—you would have to look to the 6-month training program for 
the accessions to make up the losses that you had contemplated in get- 
ting the 2-year man, if you will follow me. 

In other words—— 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, in your estimates how many are you planning to 
train for 6 months in the Army Reserve ? 

General Linpeman. In training, to put into training: 

Mr. Brooxs. 6 months. 

General Linpeman. 42,000. 

Mr. Brooks. 42,000. Will that money take care of the 42,000? 

General Linpeman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, when you say “Yes,” you have in mind, do you 
not, the program that Mr. Milton outlined to us about the mobiliza- 
tion assignee ¢ 

General Lrxpeman. Yes, sir. We need—to achieve the maximum 
imput in there, we need that money. 

Mr. Brooxs. And that is $22 million; is that right? 

General Lrixpeman. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. That you will save by that change in reference to the 
mobilization assignment. 

General Lrxpeman. Mr. Brooks, I believe we gain 22,000 spaces for 
enlisted men. 

Mr. Brooks. On, is that it? 

Secretary Mitron. Yes. 

General Linpeman. The gain in money is not that great. 

Mr. Brooks. So you will gain 22,000 spaces in the 6 months’ pro- 
gram by making that change regarding the pay of the mobilization 


assigned man ? 
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General LinpeMan. No, sir, not quite that way. What we do gain, 
Mr. Brooks, is 22,000 paid enlisted spaces in the drill pay status. 

Mr. Brooxs. Oh. 

General Linpeman. And we take the difference of the officer’s pay 
and place that into the 6 months’ program and this gives us an addi- 
tional 3,700 to 4,000 into the program. 

Mr. Brooxs, But barring a miscalculation in your uncertainty fac- 
tors, you will be able to maintain the Reserve at 300,000 and be able to 
train 47,000 6-month men, is that right? 

General Linpeman, That is about approximately right, yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. What will you do in the guard in that respect ? 

General Lixpeman. I do not have the responsibility for that. 

Mr. Brooxs. We will defer that for a moment and then call the 
guard, 

General Linpeman. All right. 

Mr. Brooks, Counsel suggests that I ask you how many new 6-month 
trainees you have. 

General LinpeMan. Well, the new ones will be approximately 
12,000 to 14,000 during 1958. That is new ones. 

Mr. Brooks. When you say new ones, do you mean that presently 
those signed up will be included as an old one or a new man 

General Lixpeman. No. Those that are presently signed up in a 
deferred status. Wedo not look to him ag a new accession. 

Mr. Brooks. For instance, the group that I mentioned to Secretary 
Milton yesterday from Louisiana: There were about 150 young men 
who are coming out of school signed up. Would that be an old man 
or a new man 

General LinpemMan. No. He is considered a deferred man and an 
old man. 

Mr. Brooks. So vou would take care of all of the older men that 
are already signed up plus about from 12,000 to 14,000 new 6-month 
trainees ¢ 

General LinpeMAN. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. In other words; they could enlist 12,000 to 
14,000-——— 

Mr. Brooks. More. 

Mr. Ducanper. More in fiscal year 1958. 

Mr. Brooks. Let me ask another question. If any member of the 
committee wants to interrupt, don’t hesitate. 

I have heard this, too, that you were thinking seriously of abandon- 
ing your program to take in men from 17 and a half—17 to 18 and 
a half, but would concentrate in the number of allocation for 6-month 
training among the age group from 18 and a half to 26. What about 
that? Has there been any decision made in that respect ? 

Secretary Mrrron. May I answer that, sir? 

Mr. Brooks. Sure, Mr. Secretary 

Secretary Miuron. As you put the question, I was just a littie 
confused. I think you are asking about the 1814- to 25-year man 
and what we intend to do by reason of: agitation—— 

Mr. Brooks. Well, I have heard rumors to the effect that you felt, 
that is that the Department felt, that it was preferable because of the 
limited number of 6-month trainees permitted under our monetary 
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authority—that it would be better to abandon the induction of men 
from 17 to 18% under the 6-month program. 

Secretary Miutron. To the best of my knowledge, we have never 
considered that, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You have not considered that ? 

Secretary Miron. No, sir. The fact of the matter is—my personal 
opinion is that we have a mandate from you that that is the man that 
we ought to take. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well, my own personal view is—of course, you take 
a man in at 17 and he is in, if he is under the 6-month program, for 
8 years. 

Secretary Minron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. You have a young, active man, with fewer responsi- 
bilities in your reserve program, than you have if you take in an 
1814-year-old man or a 25-year-old man. As your responsibilities in- 
crease, the difficulties of using him in the event of emergency increase. 
It is the younger man that is preferable to your program. 

Secretary Mitron. If I may be so bold as to say that I express 
the opinion of the Department, it is exactly that, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. I am very happy to hear that. 

Now, is there questions, General ¢ 

Mr. Devereux. No. 

Mr. Brooks. Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Secretary. 

You noted that many of the States had put up more money actually 
for the building of these armories than the Federal Government to- 
day. Does that apply to the State of New York? Do you know 
how the State of New York stands on that / 

Secretary Minton. I wonder if I could get an answer from General 
McGowan. 

General McGowan. The answer is “Yes,” Mrs. St. George. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. The answer is “Yes.” Thank you, very much. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Ducander would like to ask you a question. 

Mr. Ducanper. We hear so inany rumblings and see in the press 
concerning the 2-year man, that is, the man that has served 2 years, 
the draftee. Are you still planning to keep him in the Ready Re- 
serve actively participating for 2 years ¢ 

Secretary Minton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. All of them that are available to a unit. 

Secretary Mitron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. And there is no thought at the present time of cut- 
ting his service down to 1 year in the Ready Reserve ? 

Secretary Munron. I will say that this matter is being talked about, 
but there has been no decision to recede from our previous position 
that this man would participate. 

Mr. Ducanver. The committee would be advised, if you intended 
to do that ? 

Secretary Mitron. Oh, indeed. I try to keep this committee ad- 
vised on all of our policies, sir. 

Mr. Ducanper. Mr. Milton, insofar as the man who is engaged in 
a critical defense-supporting industry, are there any plans to change 
those people who go in for 6 months and then you transfer them to 
the Standby Reserve ? 
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Secretary Minron. At the present moment the answer to that is 
“No,” sir. But, there again, that is something that we are considering. 

If I may elaborate upon that point just a little bit, Mr. Chairman. 
May I? 

Mr. Brooks. Sure. 

Secretary Miiron. The type of man to whom Mr. Ducander makes 
reference is the man whom we categorize as the scientific and profes- 
sional man—the man who has a skill which in time of war may be 
more needed in industry, maybe than in the fighting forces. Under 
the law we take him in and give him 6 months of active duty for train- 
ing and then we pass him into the Standby Reserve. 

So far as the effectiveness of your Reserve components is concerned. 
that money is not well spent. I am speaking only of the effectiveness 
of the Reserve. So far as the individual and the overall good of the 
country is concerned, I think it is well spent. But we get nothing out 
of that man after he comes back from the 6 months’ training period. 

The number coming in are not tremendously large. I think they 
have been running—what? 800% 

General Linpeman, Well, they have been running around 46, 48 a 
month, is all. 

Secretary Miuron. About, say 50 a month. 

Mr. Ducanper. But actu: am I right in this, that there might 
be as many as 2 2,000 in a year from all of the services? 

Secretary Mizron. I would think that that would be a fair estimate. 
It: seems like I have heard that 

Mr. Ducanper. If you discontinued that, you could then allot the 
2,000 spaces to other—— 

Secretary Mivron. If we discontinued that then we could take the 
money that we put into the 6-months man and put it into a man who 
is going to serve for a period of X years in the Reserve. 

Mr. Ducanper. What could you do with a person who is a scientific 
and professional person, in order to make him have some obligation ? 
You wouldn't want to turn him loose entirely, would you, just exempt 
him entirely from the draft, or has your plan gone that far? 

Secretary Miuron. No, sir; we haven’t gotten that far into it. 

I surmise that the feeling of the Congress was that this man as a 
scientific man may aid the overall defense better if he was channeled 
into a scientific field, even maybe to the exclusion of this first basic 
training. 

We have not come to any conclusion. We are studying it. It isa 
problem. It is not a problem of great magnitude at this particular 
moment, 

Mrs. St: Georcr. Well, Mr. Chairman, right there—— 

Mr. Brooks. Mrs. St. George—— 

Mrs. Sr. Grorer. Mr. Secretary, wouldn’t it be very advisable, 
though, to keep a check on these people, to know where they are? 

Sec retary Mitron. We do that now. 

Mrs. St. Grorce. You do that ¢ ¢ 

Secretary Minton. Yes, ma’am. The fact of the matter is when we 
transfer them to the Standby Reserve we keep a definite check. And 
then they will be called back at the direction of the Director of Selec- 
tive Service. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Sec retar y, concluding then what we had to say, it 
seems to me you have 1 ‘eached a point where you have to let these 
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people that you do accept understand that it is a privilege now to get 
into your Reserve program, Where you are limited to 12,000 to 14,000 
reservists, new reservists, certainly the ones accepted are privileged to 
get into the program, and if you get that idea out to the country I 
think your problems will be multiplied by the additional enlistments 
that try to get in. 

Secretary Mivron. I think we are enjoying a position, Mr. Chair- 
man, that I had many times despaired of ever seeing. What the chair- 
man is suggesting, that we try to put that same esprit that we found 
in so many of our National Guard units where they have a waiting 
list a mile long—— 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Secretary Miron. That, of course, is a very desirable situation. 

Mr. Brooxs. The law says you are entitled to 100,000. Isn’t that 
the 6 months’ trainees, the authorization act ? 

Secretary Mriron. I think it was raised to 250,000. 

Mr. Ducanper. 250,000 is the limit. 

Mr. Brooks. It shall not exceed 250,000. It is 100,000 a year. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is what they testified they would be trying 
to get. 

Secret: wy Mirron. I think you will be interested in knowing that 
in the USAR last year our total accessions are—or for this fise al year, 
up to May 3l—were somewhere in the seitencibetie of 159,000, 

Mr. Brooks. Last year ¢ 

Secretary Minron. This current year up to May 31, of all groupings. 

Mr. Brooxs. Have you any recommendations you wish to make to 
this committee while you are here with us in reference to the future? 

Secretary Mivron. I am here primarily, of course, on the Reserve 
facilities. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

Secretary Mivron. The Army does support the bill that is currently 
before the Congress. 

Mr. Brooxs. I see. 

Secretary Minron. At this moment so far as the entire Reserve 
structure, I have nothing, sir, to add. 

Mr. Brooxs. Should we put in a provision, an amendment to this 
facilities bill, which would permit the construction of needed hous 
ing‘ Isn’t that the way that is worded ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir; housing on Reserve bases, for permanent 
personnel. 

Mr Brooks. How do you feel in reference to that ? 

Secretary Mizron. The Army supports that. We do not have any 
need for i hat, but some of our sister services do have. 

Mr. Brooks. Don’t you think we should limit it, however? We 
shouldn’t open it to all types of housing: is there any limitation that 
we could put there that would assist 

Secretary Mriron. Mr. Congressman, I am just—may I ask Gen- 
eral Shuler to answer? 

Mr. Brooxs. Sure. General, would you like to answer that? 

General Suuter. Mr, Chairman, I merely wanted to point out that 
it is already limited to facilities for the permanent party. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 


General Sauter. As Mr. Milton has testified, we have no require- 
ment, but we support our sister services on the requirement they do 
have. , 

Mr. Brooks. Fine. 

General Suuter. I feel 

Mr. Brooks. Well, we will ask the sister services. 

General Suuter. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, any further questions? Mr. Morris? 

Mr. Morris. I would like to ask the Secretary just some very short 
questions. 

As I understand, Secretary Milton, the present. formula is that in 
regard to the building of armories, the Federal Government pays all 
the costs in regard to “the Regular Army Reserve. 

Secretary Minton. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Morris. USAR. But in regard to the National Guard armories, 
the formula is that the Federal Government pays 75 percent and the 
State 25 percent; is that correct ? 

Secretary Mirron. Plus the land—the State. 

Mr. Morris. Plus the land. 

In other words, the State furnishes the land in addition thereto. 

All right. Now, how long has that formula been in use? 

Secretary Mruron. That was a provision of the Public Law 783 
which was passed in 1950. 

General Suuer. Right. 

Mr. Morris. 1950. 

Secretary Mitton. That is the first time that came in; yes, sir. 

Mr. Morris. et Congress. 

Now, just 1 or 2 other questions and I shall conclude. Has ex- 
perience eaniht: you, at least in your judgment, that that is. a satis- 
factory arrangement as far as the National Guard is concerned, or 
has there been some complaint about that? * 

Secretary Mixron. I will have to say that I know of no complaint, 
sir. 

Now, General McGowan is sitting here and he is more intimate 
with the National Guard. Would you like him to answer? 

Mr. Morris. I would, for just a moment. I don’t want to pursue 
that too long, but I think that is extremely important because, as you 
gentlemen know, we all are interested deeply in the National Guard as 
well as our Regular Army Reserve. 

Secretary Miuron. Surely. 

Mr. Morris. We are all interested. I wanted to know whether that 
has slowed down the building of armories for the National Guard or 
whether there have been some complaints. 

General McGowan. I would like to answer the last first. 

Mr. Morrts. All right. 

General McGowan. There has been no slowdown of armory con- 
struction because of any shortage of State matching funds. With 
respect to the satisfaction of the States with the 25-75 contribution, 
there has been no complaint in general in that regard. 

There is one exception in that rapes There have been a num- 
ber of major conversions of units of the National Guard at the request 
of the Federal Government since Reserve forees plan 1-54 was adopted 
in that year. 
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As an instance, California, New York, Tennessee, Florida, and 
Georgia converted each an infantry division to an armored division. 
Other States converted regimental combat teams to armored and field 
artillery and engineer groups, which brought about the condition that 
armory facilities which had hitherto been constructed—many solely 
by the States prior to World War II, some in part to a limited number, 
with Federal contribution--no longer were adequate for the new 
type unit. 

Now, the provision was included in the law when Public Law 783 
was extended in 1955 

Secretary Mitton. That is right. 

General McGowan. That where a conversion of a unit was made 
at the request of the Federal Government the cost of conversion would 
be met 100 percent from Federal funds—of the conversion or addi- 
tions. 

Now, the law also provides in its language that new armories may 
be built 100 percent Federal contribution, under the same circum- 
stances as the law now is on the books. 

I would like to close by saying that there is going to be vastly more 
of such conversions in the immediate future as the National Guard 
converts its organizations under the pentomic divisional cone ept. 

Mr. Morris. That answers my question. Just one other, Mr. Chair- 
man, and I will conclude. 

I think it is in the record but I would like to have in the record at 
this time as to the philosophy behind it and the reason behind it, 
to why there is a 100-percent partic Ipé ition as far as the Regular Army 
Reserve armories are concerned and only a 75-25 formula as to the 
States concerned. What is your reason behind that? 

General McGowan. I could only give my belief. There is noth- 
ing official, even, about it. 

In contributing the site and the 25 percent of the construction cost 
which in the past has resulted in about 40 to 45 percent State contribu- 
tion and the balance from the Federal Government, the States retain 
the control of this building. However, on the debit side, they agree 
to maintain it during its life. 

As an old guardsman, we have always felt that any community 
or State which was worthy of having a unit located there was w illing 
to support that unit financially or otherwise. And they have demon- 
strated that to this extent, as of current reading, by hi aving State ap- 
propriations as matching funds available July 1, 1957, equal to twice 
the appropriation in the budget request for the Federal Government 
support. , 

Mr. Morris. I think that answers the questions I had, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. Brooks. General McGowan, may I ask you a question or two, 
along the line that we were interrogating Sec retary Milton. 

Now, your program is a guard of 400,000. That means 400,000 men 
in the ranks and not the 6-month trainees ? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, do we have enough money in your judgment to 
keep that Poa am going at 400,000? 

General McGowan. The position of the National Guard Bureau 
is—and it is supported by the Department of Army—that unless more 
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money is provided for 6-month training in fiscal] 1958, the strength of 
the guard will decline sharply from this 400,000 paid drill] strength 
that you mentioned, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, now, why it that? Didn’t we get out of the 
House Appropriations Committee the amount of money which the 
Department asked for ? 

General McGowan. .\s the Secretary indicated earlier, Mr. Chair- 
man, when the budget was prepared, some 8 months ago—— 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

General McGowan. In the light of then existing conditions, in gen- 
eral the amount set up, $320 million, was adequate for fisca] 1958. 

I might say that that figure was a few hundred thousand dollars less 
than was appropriated for the Army National Guard for fiscal 1957. 

Sut with the adoption of the 6-month program, with the revised 
service obligations which this committee effected through an agree- 
ment with the Army and the Department of Defense, the National 
Guard, when it accepted that program as of April 1, enrolled in fiscal 
1957 vastly more people than were ever anticipated or provided for 
in either budget, either fiseal 1957 or fiscal 1958. 

The result is, Mr. Chairman, that on July 1, there will be in train 
ing approximately 21,000 National Guard men who enlisted during 
fiscal 1957 for the 6-month program. We will put 7,000 more in July. 
Then the money which was in the fiscal 1958 budget request and 
which the House has enacted without reduction—that money will be 
required to complete the training of those men who entered in the 
training in fiscal 1957,-and that 7,000 who will enter the training 
in July. The costs will use up all of the 6-month training money 
in the fiscal 1958 budget request and the 6-month training so far as 
the National Guard is concerned will be phased out entirely by the 
end of February. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, now, how much money did the House give you 
for 6 months’ training ¢ 

General McGowan. The dollars I would like to insert later in the 
record. 

(The information requested is as follows :) 

The amount is $16,700,000. 


Mr. Brooks. All right. Well 

General McGowan. It would have been sufficient to train 25.000 
men who enlisted in the year. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, 21,000 plus the 7,000 would be 28,000. ‘That 
would be more than your 25,000 by 3,000, Let me ask you this. How 
much more money does the guard feel it needs for the training of 
a sufficient number of 6-months men to maintain a guard of 400,000? 

General McGowan. The request made by the Department of Army 
to Department of Defense is in the magnitude of $45 million for te 
Army National Guard and $44 million for the Army O. and M. 
pay for its share of the expenses of the 6-month training. 

I should add that directly from the National Guard budget we pay 
approximately one-third of the total cost of training each 6-month 
man. The active Army pays the other two-thirds from its budget. 

Mr. Brooks. So you need $85 million more, you indicated, for 
training ? 

General McGowan. Eighty-nine I believe that is, sir. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Eighty-nine, is it? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. . 

Mr. Brooks. $89 million more to train the number of 6-month men 
that you feel you need to maintain a 400,000 guard. 

General McGowan. Yes, sir; that is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. How did you fali into that situation when—we heard 
from the Army Reserve but we didn’t hear from the guard. How 
did you fall into that situation when the Army Reserve seemed to have 
fared so much better ? 

General McGowan. I don’t believe in effect that the Army Reserve 
Gid fare better, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Well—— 

General McGowan. Because- 

Mr. Brooxs. According to the testimony of Secretary Milton, who 
is here— 

General McGowan. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. The $10 million additional will take care of their 
needs, although it won't give them any surplus. 

General McGowan. The difference appears to arise from the fact, 
Mr. Chairman, that all the intake into the Army Reserve from the 
beginning of the fiscal year—rather, at the time the fiscal 1958 budget 
was prepared—— 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

General McGowan. All of their non-prior-service intake had to 
take the 6-month training, whereas so far as the National Guard is 
concerned there was no such requirement. That requirement, that 
is an agreement to live up to that requirement, occurred at a later 
date. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, this program which would require $89 million 
more would transform the guard into a prior, that is a fully prior 
trained serviceman organization, is that correct ? 

General McGowan. We believe that that will make of the National 
Guard a unit capable of completing its training and of deployment 
overseas in mueh, much less time than has ever been permitted in 
the past of any component. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, wouldn’t it give you a guard filled up with 
prior-trained men ? 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And would you have a large percentage of non-prior- 
trained men / 

General McGowan. The non-prior-trained men presently enlisted 
in the National Guard will, by a year from next October, have com- 
pleted sufficient training so that all of them will be MOS qualified 
by reason of their National Guard service and in many cases attend- 
ance at service schools. 

Mr. Brooks. So what I am getting at is this: $89 million more 
probably is larger this year than it normally would be because you got 
more men going from your present guard to get the prior training, 
is that right ? 

General McGowan. I would agree to this extent, Mr. Chairman, 
that we believe this training with the active Army produces a more 
stable situation among our enlisted men and we believe as a result 
that attrition, annual attrition, will be at a declining rate. 
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Therefore, while we have a large training requirement it should be 
less each succeeding year. To what extent we do not now know be- 
cause We have no experience. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, if we don’t get you additional 6-month trainees 
sufficient to fill up the guard to 400, 000, then, of course, you can rely 
on the Army to give you ithat personnel ; can’t you ¢ 

General McGowan. They can’t assign anyone to the National 
Guard, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Without 

General McGowan. Except to fill vacancies upon mobilization. 
Each man, as earlier indicated, who has a 2-year obligation to serve 
upon returning from active duty must individually enlist in the Na- 
tional Guard. 

Mr. Brooks. But you forget under the guaranty that we entered 
into they have a right to tender to you sufficient men to keep the guard 
at 400,000. 

General McGowan. Well, we believe that the Army has taken all 
steps necessary, Mr. Chairman, to provide us every possible oppor- 
tunity to enlist the maximum number from that group and they have 
accorded the National Guard 60 days sole access to those returning 
veterans. 

Mr. Brooks. Then, if you get into the returning veteran group and 
enlist a sufficient number of those, you could cut down your needs 
financially ? 

General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

General McGowan. There will not be enough of those to maintain 
both the Army Reserve and the National Guard at the strengths 
agreed upon without the requirement for a substantial number also of 
6-month trainees. 

Mr. Brooxs. But every time you enlist one of those men—— 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. You throw the burden of training a new man over on 
the Army Reserve. 

General McGowan. We hope to get many of them because they 
don’t cost us any training dollars. 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. 

Well, now, Mr. Philbin—— 

Mr. Puiretn. You are making a very fine statement, General. 

When do you expect to reac th the 400,000 strength mark ¢ 

General McGowan. We are presently at an estimated strength, Mr. 
Congressman, of 433,000. The Chief of National Guard Bureau has 
laid a requirement upon the States, each on a prorated ceiling basis, 
to bring the total enrolled strength of the guard by July 1 down to 
425.000. 

Mr. Puresinx. Will that entail letting out some of the men you have 
already enlisted in the National Guard or will it be done by attrition? 

General McGowan. It will be done by a combination of restricted 
enlistments, of elimination for those who upon our rescreening may 
be determined as unavailable for various reasons in a mobilization, 
and the transfer to the inactive National Guard of any personnel who 
on a temporary basis are not able to perform the 85 to 90 percent 
weekly drills attendance required at this time. 
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Mr. Putter. So that you really have more than you are permitted 
to have right now ? 

General McGowan. At the moment; yes, sir. 

Mr. Putten. At the moment, but you expect to make an adjustment, 
say, within the next few months? 

General McGowan. It is after July 1 that we are concerned, sir. 

Mr. Puiisin. Do you think if you got all these authorizations that 
you would be all right, that you would be able to c arry out your pro- 
gram that you have in mind and that was set up for you? 

General McGowan. I don’t know when the Congressman came in 
because 

Mr. Brooks. He didn’t get that $89 million more money there, that 
you needed. 

Mr. Puttar. I was referring to the $89 million. 

General McGowan. Oh, yes. If that sum is provided by the Con- 
gress, we feel confident that the States will maintain their strength, 
the present Army program strength, of 400,000 paid drill. 

Mr. Puiterm. That isall, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. General Devereux 

Mr. Devereux. General, on the shift of assignments of these guard 
units, which then takes care of the authorization of building additions 
and new armories for the guard, whereby the Federal Government 
participates to 100 percent, could you give us a breakdown of what 
is being done in that respect ? 

Now, you spoke of several guard divisions that have been changed 
over from infantry divisions “perhaps to armored divisions. If you 
were really in a tight spot why you could keep changing assignments 
and duties and carry it on so that you would be continuously getting 
100 percent Federal money. 

General McGowan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. Isthat not true? I mean it is possible. 

General McGowan. I would say—— 

Mr. Devereux. I don’t accuse the guard of doing that. [ Laughter. | 

But I think we should have some sort of a report on that, as to just 
what has been done and what is being done at the present time. 

General McGowan. I can state that from my own experience at least 
on a high enough level in the guard to know what has occurred in the 
past, Mr. C ongressman. We have not in any case in the last 25 years 
made any conversion and reconversion. There have been progressive 
conversions as changes in the type of weapons and organizations in the 
National Guard, which parallel the active Army, have occurred. 

For instance—with one exception. The only conversions that have 
taken place have been to provide a new arm that was required in place 
of the existing arm which was no longer required in the numbers that 
were then organized. 

Mr. Devereux. You can furnish us a little breakdown on that. 
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General McGowan. Yes, sir. Does the Congressman wish to have 
any dollar figures on any construction that we have engaged in on 
conversions ¢ 

Mr. Devereux. Yes. 

General McGowan. Theextent of that ? 

Mr. Devereux. Yes. 

General McGowan. Very good, sir. 

(The information is as follows:) 


The Congressman from Maryland (Mr. Devereux) has inquired if the National 
Guard Bureau could not make it possible, by a series of reorganizations involving 
a change of arm “at the request of the Federal Government,” for essentially all 
new armory construction to be performed at 100 percent Federal cost. 

In practical fact it could not do so. Organizations and units of the National 
yuard must under the law conform to that organization prescribed for the active 
Army. The troop basis for a particular State consists of the units tendered to 
the State by the Federal Government under the current approved Reserve Forces 
troop plan. It is expensive not only to the Federal Government, but to the States 
as well, to reorganize or convert a National Guard unit; consequently it is accom- 
plished only from the standpoint of the essential requirements of the national 
defense, and acceptance by the States of the financial burdens incident thereto. 

A recapitulation shows conversions of armories at 100 percent Federal cost 
to be extremely limited. Such projects to date is but one, and the Federal cost 
is $9,275. 

Conversion projects 100 percent Federal funds 


UNDER CONTRACT 


New York: Schenectady -.....--..-.-.-- amen | Rehabilitation conversion.._.......- | $9, 275 


FUNDS AVAILABLE 


| 


Kentucky: Livermore.-_....- ee l-unit conversion $1, 944 


New York: 


Schenectady......--- Am ARE. wo i MVSB conversion - - . J 61, 725 
Tonawanda Bee ee tn os wdithe = oa a6 fe jibes 56, 250 
Buffalo (29 Masten Ave.)-.--- gnnmneahetinn | 9-unit conversion............-.-..- 24, 000 
IID tes Grats aaa chic ernie : ; . ...----| 4unit conversion... ea a ielemeeiadh 33, 000 

i nadetinsanes neta scmenddevond nntinndatandidiGketanumnnes ine 174, 975 


APPROVED PROJECTS, APPORTIONMENT OF FUNDS REQUESTED FROM BOB 


cata l 


Kentucky: | 
DA 4. *. . ocmulinedinmat nadia ten ....-.| 3-unit-plus conversion hamiisel $7, 65 
VEED....co cisanebihdennehook 1-unit-plus conversion -.. 10, 388 
One CORI, on. onsnsse daar apectar dttedth one teenial eth edRinedeudsthibidihas >< a 12, 720 
ad ln ciate es l-unit conversion basuee 6 3, 422 
TEE aR EBL GS SEER j ctin ei , bd 9, 116 
RED. 0 at tl adsckiedeathatbadetuee« — oval 1, 947 
PRE teistendickoincacddata adriana basen do inte s Alhcacala dicot 21, 743 
OIE, cease antindoetnesheasosnl de piel lactic as stein Geka ewtndeaa | 1, 247 
EE 2 dla daacchiaoguamiteb en ....--| 2unit-plus conversion...............-- 4, 000 
PENOIVED 6 dtcechvanavdhachadundibsendereceudn l-unit conversion................--.-..-. | 12, 568 
I oe i cite indiee as demas bliin emilee. cans 10, 388 
a a ate a Rl 2-unit-plus conversion..- -- | 34, 725 
Wy ENN. vingncncdttuscsncegesomidndonssl l-unit conversion... .. ae nd ----| 3, 576 
Total... 


coceneonsecennenceoseatentontectess|eeaeaeensoneetenseatensensansessanenael "133, 490 











New York: 
Oneonta-_- si 
Saratoga Springs __---- 
Dunkirk ; 
Jamestown. 
Ticonderoga 
Amsterdam - - - -- 
Gloversville - 


Oswego...___ 
Geneva.....- 

i a 
Hoosick Falls__-_-- 
Ogdensburg - - - -- 
Malone.______.-.-- 
Glens Falls_-_- 


Buffalo (184 Connecticut St.) 


Whitehall 
eee 6k it 
Corning. --- 
ene oc an 
Saranac Lake 
Trl; «1 -- Sa 

Walton.___--- 
Watertown__- 


Total. 


Total, 45 projects 


organization, conversion, and 
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do 
Sieh heen 


MVSB conversion 


Conversion projects 100 percent Federal funds—Continued 


APPROVED PROJECTS, FUNDS NOT REQUESTED 


..do__. 


= do 

..do 

‘ do 

cndidl _do 


oii pints Cente. 


do 
..d0 
_.do 
do 
_.do 
_do 
..do 
do 


ll-unit conversion 
M VSB conversion - - 


l-unit conversion 


_ MVSB conversion - 


l-unit conversion 


de oe ttbdeeaes _do 


ee 


6 MVSB conversion 
l-unit conversion 


41, 
1, 027, 


1, 346, 


Natio1 


500 


, 500 


800 


, 500 
, 500 
, 400 
, 900 
7, 600 
, 800 
, 300 
7, 600 
, 800 
, 200 


500 


, 500 
, 000 
, B00 
, 000 
, 500 
, 000 
, 000 
, 000 
, 000 
, 000 
, 000 


Q00 


884 


Reserve Forces plan 1-54, dated November 15, 1957, provided for the re- 
inactivation of certain existing Army 


ial 


Guard units which was accomplished during the period July 1, 1954, to January 
8, 1957, to realine the current troop structure, as follows: 





California_- 
New Jersey 
a iin ategacin 
New Hampsbire_- 

New York 


North Dakota_- 


West Virginia. 


Colorado.-.. 


Kentucky --- 


Florida. - 
Georgia ° 
South Dakota--- 


Hawaii 


Old organization 


40th Infantry Division, 111th 
Armored Cavalry Regi- 
ment 

114th RCT_- 


30th Infantry Division (part), 
173d Armored Cavalry Reg- 
iment, 278th RCT 

195th RCT, 237th 
talion. 


MP Bat- 


27th Infantry Division 
164th Infantry Regiment 


150th RCT 


157th RCT, 199th Engineer 
Battalion, 193d Tank Bat- 
talion. 


149th RCT, 718th Transporta- 
tion Company. 


48th Infantry Division (part 
: do ; 2 
196th RCT 


| 206th RCT... 


New organization 


40th Armored Division. 


103d Armored Group (3 tank 
battalions) (1 AFA battal- 
ion). 

30th Armored Division 


148th Field Artillery Group, 
172d Field Artillery Group 
(5field artillery battalions). 

27th Armored Division 

164th Engineer Group (3 engi- 
neer battalions) (4 engineer 
companies) (1 field artillery 
battalion) (1 surgical hos- 
pital). 

150th Armored Cavalry Regi- 
ment. 

169th Field Artillery Group 
(6 field artillery battalions) 
1 antiaircraft battalion). 

149th Armored Group (4 tank 
battalions) (2 field artillery 


battalions) (1 engineer com- 
pany) 
48th Armored Division (part) 


do ~ 

109th Engineer Group (4 engi- 
neer battalions) (2 engineer 
companies) 147th, Field Ar- 
tillery Group (4 field artil- 
lery battalions 

298th Antiaircraft Artillery 
Group (3 antiaircraft artil- 
lery battalions) (1 antiair- 
craft artillery detachment) 
l engineer battalion) (1 ord- 
nance detachment) (2 signal 
detachments). 


Date accom- 


plished 


July 1,1954 
Oct. 1,1954 
Oct. 27,1954 
Dec. 1,1954 
Feb. 1, 1955 
Apr. 15, 1955 


Aug. 


Do. 


Sept. 


Nov. 
Do. 


1, 1955 


1, 1955 


1, 1955 


Sept. 15, 1956 


Jan. 


8, 1957 
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Mr. Brooks. Mr. Bray ? 

Mr. Bray. General, pursuing this same line that General Devereux 
was discussing, that is about a changeover into a new arm justifying 
the Government paying 100 percent of the National Guard armory— 
that was the general line of the conversation wasn’t it ? 

General McGowan. My statement, Congressman Bray, was to the 
effect that we had the authority and were converting and adding to 
armories. 

Mr. Bray. Yes, sir. 

General McGowan. Where there had been conversions such as from 
infantry to artillery or armor. The authority was also in the bill 
to pay 100 percent for new armory construetion under those circum- 
stances. No such construction has taken place, as I think the Secre- 
tury — 

Mr. Bray. I was thinking it hadn’t. 

General McGowan. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. As I mentioned yesterday, I have been rather pleased 
with the present method whereby the State does contribute 25 per- 
cent. The community also contributes the land. It has worked out 
very good, Because no community is going to give that land unless 
they believe in it, and is going to back it. 

General McGowan. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. The State also is not going to put up the money. I 
think that is one of the things that helped the guard program. 
Again—I didn’t state that to you gentlemen, I don’t know whether 
you were here or not. But I certainly hope we do not liberalize that 
program, because the Government could start building armories where 
nobody wants them. 

General McGowan. Well, Congressman Bray——— 

Mr. Bray. I know, in Indiana, there has never been one armory 
that has been abandoned because they didn’t have a good unit. 

General McGowan. That is right. 

Mr. Bray. If we relied entirely on the Government deciding, we 
would have a considerable number, in my opinion. 

General McGowan. Your statement is what the Bureau has con- 
sistently made to Department of Defense when queried, “Are you 
going to need these armories for the future?” And, over my service, 
no armory has ever been abandoned in my State, just as you state is 
the case in Indiana. 

Mr. Bray. I know of only one that ever lost the armory, and that 
was when the fellows were away in the Army; they sold it, somebody 
did, to the city to be used as a city hall. They are still mad at that. 
[ Laughter. ] 

General McGowan. We do have some special-type considerations—I 
might use one that I am most familiar with and with which the Depart- 
ment of Defense and their representatives are also thoroughly familiar. 
In New Brunswick, N. J., there was an infantry armory constructed 
which housed an armory infantry battalion headquarters, and head- 
quarters company, and rifle company. That whole regimental combat 
team was converted to armor. Now, the site is such that there is 50 
feet in the back of the building to provide a very tiny garage—insuffi- 
cient for instruction on tanks. And the streets are such that you would 
not want to run armored vehicles over them, through the middle of 
4 
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residential district of New Brunswick. The State has secured, by 
donation from the county, a site at the edge of the town. And that is 
a ne which is now in the Department of Defense, we would say, as 

valid project where the new armory should be supported 100 percent 
as the law provides, because there would be no justification in spend- 
ing any money at the present site. 

Mr. Bray. I see the justification for that. Now, there is going to be, 
within the next few years, if the guard is properly kept modern, a 
problem arising as to your new setup in pentama-—is that the right 
word ? 

General McGowan. Pentomic. 

Secretary Miuron. Pentomic. 

Mr. Bray. Division. You are going to change. You are going to 
cut down the number of rifle companies material. You are going to 
add reconnaisance elements, and also signal elements. Now, that may 
necessitate some rebuilding, mightn’t it ? 

General McGowan. We believe that many old armories, constructed 
by the States prior to World War I1—they are now old in years— 
would have to be replaced. We don’t believe that will obtain with the 
newly constructed armories. In general, they have been built on sites 
which provide expansion, and provide some training areas outside the 
building at the armory site. Again, it is merely, we believe, with some 
few, very few exceptions, a replacement of a very old investment in our 
capital structure. 

Mr. Bray. I want to make just a very brief comment on the general 
line which I know the other gentlemen pursued before I came in here, 
and that is over the difficulty of, we might say, blowing hot and cold 
in this whole Reserve situation. Without blaming anyone, I remem- 
ber less than 2 years ago we were insisting and demanding that the 
guard be at 800,000 and altogether 2, 00,000 in the Reserve. Now, I 
am having a little hard time to explain why men that are waiting there 
to take their 6 months’ training—they can’t even get their training. 

I did take the occasion to look over a documentation of all of the 
statements that have been made over a period of 3 years, as to what we 
needed, and what we must have, and our facilities, and money to take 
care of it immediately. 

That can be very embarrassing and absolutely wreck the Reserve 
program. I know you are so very sympathetic with what I am saying. 
I don’t know what you are trying to do, from what you gentlemen 
said over in the Senate. We would be in an embarrassing : situation, 
and possibly wreck it, because the Government, as a whole, has no idea 
of what we want, and what we are capable of doing. It is causing 
some bitterness which, I imagine, you well know. 

General McGowan. I think it can be stated honestly that there is a 
real reevaluation going on of the entire defense requirements. 

Mr. Bray. A 50-percent evaluation in 2 years is a large one, General. 

General McGowan. I don’t think the guard, sir, has any quarrel 
with the fact that its growth has been temporarily arrested at about 
400,000 paid drill strength. And if it is supported in the appropria- 
tions of the Congress to provide a paid drill strength, at 400,000, for 
some little time, there will be no complaint about that. 

Mr. Bray. You mean 400,000, exclusive of those taking the 6 months’ 
training? 





General McGowan. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bray. Yes. I believe, if you can keep it at that. But then there 
is the uncertainty back there ‘of ex: actly where we are going. Of course, 
there is no use in talking about that. 

General McGowan. If, ultimately, a larger guard is required, then 
I think the guard will be ‘prepared to assume its share of the load. 

Mr. Bray. I believe you are going to be very disappointed in the 
number of 2-year men who volunteer and want to become good soldiers. 
Now, I may be wrong. I know how hard they tried to get them to 
enlist before this, in the guard, throughout the country, w ith almost a 
total failure. 

General McGowan. Well, very few, up to this date, Mr. Congress- 
man—only those separated earlier than the 2-year period ; that is, be- 
fore the 2-year period elapsed—have been separated. So, we have not 
had these numbers returning with the 2-year obligation to serve from 
which to solicit enlistments in the guard. We are completely without 
experience in that matter. 

Mr. Bray. You are not relying on a too heavy influx of those men, 
are you! 

General McGowan. We are relying on an optimistic number, as I 
think we should, in view of the language that was enacted into the law. 

Mr. Bray. That is all. 

Mr. Brooxs. Now, gentlemen of the committee, we have another 
guard witness here, Maj. Gen. William Harrison, Jr. He is from 
Massachusetts. I don’t know whether he has to go back home. But, 
considering the fact the House is now going into session, he has a 
short statement. He comes from Massachusetts. I think it would be 
wise for the subcommittee to hear him now, if there is no objection. 

So we certainly thank you, Secretary Milton, and General Shuler, 
and General McGowan—all of you. 

Sec ret ary Miron. Thank you, sir, may we be excused ? 

Mr. Brooks. It is all right. 

General McGowan, you are with the guard. Sit up here with 
General Harrison. We will go into the guard feature a little more 
closely. 

General Harrison. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. General, have a seat, sir. 

General, we are glad to have you here. 

There will be no chance of having a subcommittee meeting until 
Monday. I don’t know your plans, but it seems to me preferable to 
hear your statement and to ask you the few questions we can, so you 
won't have to stay around and come back next week. 

General Harrison. I appreciate 

Mr. Brooxs. We are happy to have you. 

Proceed with your statement. We will be happy to hear it. 

Mr. Puen. Mr. Chairman, I am very glad you were able to 
make that arrangement to accommodate General Harrison. 

General Harrison. I appreciate it, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Putein. I might say he is an outstanding officer. He has an 
unusual and outstanding record with the guard. I am sure we are 
all going to be greatly benefited by his statement, and his views. 

Mr. Brooks. He is going to touch on the question that has been 
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mentioned a number of times, too, in this hearing. I think the general 
will clear that up 

General Harrison. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
the National Guard Association of the United States appreciates the 
opportunity to appear before this committee in behalf of the National 
Guard and the States and Territories in support of H. R. 7697, a bill 
to provide additional facilities necessary for the administration and 
training of units of the Reserve components of the Armed Forces of 
the U nited States. 

Public Law 783, 81st Congress, the National Defense Facilities Act 
of 1950, which this bill proposes to amend, established the authority 
and the authorization for the construction of facilities needed to 
administer, house, and train the tremendous Reserve Forces planned 
for the security of our Nation. 

Specifically, that law provided for the first time a formula by which 
the Federal Government might participate with the States and Terri- 
tories in the construction of facilities to administer, house, and train 
the Army National Guard. Under this formula and exclusive of the 
cost of the land and equipment which must be furnished by the States 
and Territories, the Federal Government contributes 75 percent of 
the cost of armory facilities for the Army National Guard. 

A survey instituted in 1949 and continued thereafter resulted in the 
development of a firm requirement for a grand total of 2,780 Army 
National: Guard armories. Inspection of then existing structures 
indicated that 916 were considered adequate, and that 1 “864 armory 
facilities had to be additionally constructed or expanded. 

At the time of the foregoing survey there were approximately 4,600 
federally recognized Army National Guard units located in 2,200 
separate communities with an aggregate strength of 312,000. 

Subsequent thereto over 880 additional units have been or ganized 
and federally recognized in more than 480 additional communities, 
and the strength of the Army National Guard has increased to more 
than 430,000. 

Since 1949 approximately 867 armories have either been constructed, 
modified or rehabilitated so that today there are approximately 1,783 
satisfactory armory facilities. There remains a firm requirement for 
new construction of 997 armories. 

The total Federal appropriation for Army National Guard armories 
from fiscal year 1952 through fiscal year 1957, is in the aggregate sum 
of about $97 million. During that same period, the States and Terri- 
tories have contributed approximately $43 million including the cost 
of the land which they have been required to furnish. 

In 1952, it was estimated that the cost of completion of the required 
1,864 armories would require a total Federal appropriation of about 
$249 million in order to complete the program. 

Past performance concerning the obligation of fund provided for 
armory construction has not always been at the desired level. Admin- 
istrative delays, changing construction criteria, and withholding of 
appropriated ‘funds by the Bureau of the Budget have been contr ibut- 
ing factors. However, fiscal year 1957 has been na most successful year 
in that practically all of the fiscal year 1957 funds appropri: ited for 
armory construction and those carried over from previous years will 
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be obligated prior to June 30, and it is anticipated that there will exist 
little or no carryover of funds into fiscal year 1958. 

The States and Territories currently report that they have on hand 
in State and Territory appropriated funds for armory construction 
in excess of $34 million. This amounts to a vast effort on their part 
to meet their ‘share of the construction program required for the Army 
National Guard. Much of this money, if not obligated during the 
next fiscal year, will be lost to the program by reversion to State and 
Territory treasuries. 

To match the State and Territory appropriated moneys now on 
hand would require a Federal appropriation of about $102 million 
for fiscal year 1958. However, we do not propose any such sum be 
appropriated at this time. 

The President’s budget recommended only $17 million for Army 
National Guard armory construction for fiscal year 1958, This sum 
would utilize less than $6 million of the funds now on hand, and avail- 
able in the States and Territories. 

H. R. 7665, the appropriation bill passed by the House of Repre- 
sentatives, omitted any construction funds for the Army National 
Guard for the reason that the authorization remaining in the Na- 
tional Defense Facilities Act of 1950 as amended, was insufficient. 

National Guard representatives appearing before the Army sub- 
committee of the House Appropriations Committee strongly urged 
that the $17 million recommended in the budget be increased to a 
more realistic figure of $42 million in view of the State and Terri- 
tory moneys s already appropriated and on hand. 

While the construction of armory facilities has been steadily in- 
creasing in tempo the nonarmory construction program remains rela- 
tively unsatisfactory. These facilities are constructed on a 100 per- 
cent Federal support basis. 

The existing requirement for Federal funds to support the con- 
struction of nonarmory facilities is about $100 million. The prime 
need in this field is for the construction of maintenance shops and 
warehouses. 

In October of 1956, after much effort by all concerned, a criteria 
for such facilities was finally established and approved by the De- 
partment of Defense, and the Bureau of the Budget. Immediately 
thereafter, the Bureau of the Budget raised additional questions con- 
cerning nonarmory construction which effectively retarded the 
progress of that program. More recently the general trend to hold 
down obligations of Federal funds has virtually ‘brought the program 
toa complete halt. Asa result of these roadblocks, much of the Fed- 
eral equipment issued to the National Guard for which the States 
have assumed responsibility has had to remain in open storage with- 
out benefit of protection from the elements. The budget for fiscal 
year 1958 recommends $3 million for nonarmory construction and 
there will exist approximately $6 million carryover from unobligated 
funds in fiscal year 1957. 

In view of the foregoing, and the existing firm requirements for 
construction, we urge full and complete support by this committee 
of the $150 million contained in H. R. 7697 in order that this im- 
portant program which is so vital to the maintenance and develop- 
ment of the Army National Guard and the Reserve forces generally, 
may be continued, and ultimate completion achieved. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, General. 

General Harrison. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooxs. General, let me ask you briefly because we have to 
adjourn in just half a minute. 

General Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Chairman, in view of your opening statement concerning the 
possibility of amending this bill to authorize only $68 million in lieu 
of the $150 million in the bill I wish to add briefly to my statement. 

As you know, construction of facilities for all Reserve forces ex- 
cept the Army National Guard is funded 100 percent by the Federal 
Government. Only in the case of the Army National Guard, does 
the Federal Government reap the advantages of having other than 
Federal funds utilized in Reserve facility construction. 

It is therefore quite apparent that the Federal dollar buys more 
when invested in Army National Guard armories because of the vast 
contribution by the State. 

The States and Territories have forwarded requests for approval 
of about 200 armory projects which have been approved by the De- 
partment of the Army and are awaiting action by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

Moreover, the States and Territories, as noted in my statement, 
have State and Territory appropriated funds on hand for their share 
in such projects. 

The $17 million recommended in the President’s budget for Army 
Guard armory construction will provide only sufficient funds to con- 
struct 116 projects which have already been approved by the Depart- 
ment of Defense. 

As has been stated, these projects will utilize only about $6 million 
of State-appropriated funds out of over $34 million of such funds now 
available and on hand. In view thereof, we strongly urge that this 
committee authorize sufficient funds in the bill to permit an increase 
in the appropriations to follow, from $17 million to $42 million. 

Mr. Brooxs. There is a rolicall, and the second bell has rung. 

The matching program as far as you think on the armory construc- 
tion is working all right, is it not? 

General Harrison. Generally, yes, Mr. Chairman. 

There are embarrassments and complications as the program goes 
along. These changes in the criteria and these changes in the type of 
construction 

Mr. Brooxs. I mean the difficulty is not in the fact that the States 
match. 

General Harrtson. No. 

Mr. Brooks. As a matter of fact, most States want to match some 
money because they want to be assured that that is State property 
which is being constructed 

General Harrtson. That is right. 

Mr. Brooxs. Is that correct ? 

General Harrison. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooxs. The difficulty now, though, seems to be largely in te 
nonarmory construction program, and you will have $9 million more 
for that purpose this year. 

General Harrison. We have $9 million for that purpose this year. 
To my knowledge, Mr. Chairman, in 3 years, or 4 years, I don’t know 
of any approvals or authorizations for nonarmory construction. 
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Now, in my own State, that I am particularly concerned with, I 
can tell you and the committee that I have very serious and very dan- 
gerous conditions because I can’t get relief in a nonarmory construc- 
tion program. I have maintenance shops contained in the basements 
of ORY buildings. The construction life of the building is about 
55 years. It is a hazard to the neighborhood in that it creates a fire 
hazard. It is a hazard to the individuals that have to work there be- 
‘ause of conditions. Iam fearful that at almost any time there would 
be a serious fire, as a result of these. Now, one of these locations is in 
the Congressman’s congressional district, in Worcester. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Philbin. 

General Harrison. Mr. Philbin. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Philbin, I know, wants to—— 

General Harrison. In Wor cester, we have vehicles, literally 40 or 
50 of them. 

We have a service center there. We have another one in Boston 
which is right in the heart of the largest hospital area inthe city. And 
we have that hazard there. For 5 years I have been trying to get 
relief and I can get nothing. : 

Mr. Brooks. Well, I want to ask Mr. Philbin if he has a question 
he wants to ask you. 

Mr. Pumpin. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then we are going to adjourn. 

Mr. Putter. Yes, sir. First, I want to compliment you, General, 
upon your unusually splendid statement. You may be assured that 
the committee will have your views very much in mind when we are 
going over the bill and do everything we possibly can to carry out your 
recommendations. 

Now, basically, as I take it, your problem is that the Federal Gov- 
— has lagged in appropriations to match funds that have al- 

sady been appropriated by the States, in both categories, both as to 
nie tion and the nonarmory construction. 

General Harrison. Well, the Congress has appropriated the funds 
for nonarmory construction, but administr atively the guard has not 
been permitted to use any of those funds. 

Mr. Puivsin. Those funds are available, but they have not been allo- 
cated. Permission has not been granted for their use up to this time. 

General Harrison. Up to the present time, on your second ques- 
tion with reference to armory construction—up to now, I would say 
that we have had sufficient funds available each year to keep the States 
going on the program, but a recommended $17 million for the next 
fiscal year will not adequately take care of the requirements. 

Now, we are in a very peculiar position in the States. In the first 
place, we had to go toc ommunities and ask their help back 8 years and 
10 years ago in some instances, to take a unit and quarter it. In many 
cases, in my State they have made available space in townhalls. 

They have not had the use of that facility for 10 years. Now, if 
we continually delay this program on construction for an armory to 
replace and give back the town facilities, we will have difficulty main- 
taining these units there. 

Mr. Brooks. We certainly thank you, General. I don’t want to 
stop you, but we do face a problem of being on the floor. 

General Harrison, I appreciate that. 
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Mr. Brooks. Now. And if we are going to vote at all we have to 
leave. 

The subcommittee will then adjourn subject to call. 

We are having difficulty getting the proper forum to meet in. We 
will have to set a time and notify the witnesses. We can do that. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So if there is no objection, the subcommittee will 
adjourn. 

Thank you very much, General. 

General Harrison. Thank you. 

(At 11:20 a. m., the subcommittee adjourned. ) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Suscommitree No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Thursday, June 27, 1957. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Overton Brooks, 
chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. 

Mr. Brooks. On the record. We have a pleasure this morning, a 
special pleasure, in hearing one of our colleagues, who is not a mem- 
ber of the subcommittee, but a member of the full committee, the 
Honorable W. Sterling Cole. 

I understand, Mr. Cole, that you have a statement you want to 
make, and perhaps a suggested amendment. We would be happy to 
hear from you. 

Mr. Corte. Mr. Chairman, I apologize to you and the members of 
the committee for not having prepared a statement. 

Mr. Brooxs. You do not have to apologize, coming before the sub- 
committee. 

Mr. Corr. Having been one of those who participated in making 
the rules which required other witnesses to submit their statements 
for the benefit of the committee I feel I should apologize for not com- 
plying with my own rule. 

Mr. Brooks. That is all right. 

Mr. Corr. I do appreciate the chance of discussing with you, very 
briefly, the provisions of a bill which I have introduced and which 
I understand is before you, with respect to armory construction. 

The substance of the bill is to permit the Secretary of the appropri- 
ate military department to enter into an arrangement with a com- 
munity, either a State, a county or a municipality, or some public 
body, in the construction of a building or structure, a portion of which 
may be used by that service department as an armory for the training 
of its reserves. 

This came to my attention through a program which has been under- 
way in the city of Binghamton. It has not yet been determined who 
will be the sponsoring body, whether the county or the three cities 
comprising the principal areas of the county, or one of the cities 
of constructing a central building which can be used as a municipal 
center for a variety of community activities. 

The provisions of the bill, as I have indicated, authorize the Secre- 
tary to either enter into a long-term lease, and based on that long- 
term commitment, the sponsoring organization then is in a position 
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to borrow the money, and acquire the funds for the construction of 
the structure, or the Secretary may make an initial payment of a 
substantial amount, determined by the cost of the area which his 
service is to use. 

He will thereafter have the use of that area, without any rental 
fee, whatever. It seemed rather an extravagance, I have thought, 
that these structures which the Government has built, and properly 
so, for Reserve training, stand idle for a great portion of the time. 
For the most part it is used only, as you know, for 1 or only 2 nights 
a week. The remainder of the time it stands idle. 

So I would urge that the committee give some thought to the idea. 
I have communicated with the Secretary of the Army and must con- 
fess that I have had very little, if any, encouragement from that 
source. I fancy the reason for their not being interested in it is 
because of the ‘lifficulty of working out an acceptable arrangement 
with the sponsor ing community. 

However, if the idea is worthy of consideration, I am confident that 
ways and means can be found through which the idea can be put into 
actual operation. I have no doubt that there are many communities 
in the country similar to the particular situation in my district. 

There in Broome County of New York State, they intend that this 
community center will be a memorial to war veterans of all wars and 
no doubt other communities, whether they do it as a war memorial, 0 
simply as a community service function, would welcome the oppor- 
tunity of taking advantage of the resources that might be available 
from funds for this purpose. 

That, Mr. Chairman, is the substance of the bill, and the purpose 
of it. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me ask you this, Mr. Cole: Under your proposed 
amendment, would you use the criteria for the construction which 
had been approved by the Defense Department by the various depart- 
ments of the Defense Department ? 

Mr. Core. Yes, if it explicitly said—— 

Mr. Brooks. You would use the identical building arrangement 
building plans—for that purpose ? 

Mr. Corr. The nature of the area to be used by the using service 
which, for the sake of illustration, we will refer to it. as the Department 
of the Army—that area will be determined by the Secretary of the 
Army. It will be built to specifications that he might lay down. So 
that when it is completed it will be fully as functional as though it 
were an exclusive building built solely by the Army and used exclu- 
sively by the Army. 

Mr. Brooxs. Would you have a joint building or a joint user of one 
building ? 

Mr. Corr. It would be a joint user of one building. 

Mr. Brooks. So you would not have, for instance, one part for mu- 
nicipal activities, and one part of it for training purposes ¢ 

Mr. Corr. No. The part which is used for training purposes, espe- 
cially that part which has technical apparatus in it, would be for the 
exclusive use of the service. However, there might be other parts of 
the building, such as a large auditorium, which could be used for the 
drill hall or assembly meetings of the service group. 

Mr. Brooks. Then you would have rooms that might be used for 
trophies or memorials. Is that the idea ? 








Mr. Core. That could well be included. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, you would have a municipal building 
and a part of it would be used for training Reserves. 

Mr. Corr. That is it exactly. 

Mr. Brooxs. Any questions, General ? 

Mr. Devereux. Do you have any history to show that our Federal 
armories are not being used to the fullest extent of their capacity ? 
The reason I ask that is that in the Baltimore area our buildings over 
there, our Reserve armories are being used five nights a week. The 
sixth night, Saturday night, it is being used for civic affairs and that 
sort of thing. So I am wondering 

Mr. Core. I cannot for the moment identify a particular armory 
which is not used more than 1 or 2 nights a week, but I am certain that 
there must be many of them in the country. 

Mr. Devereux. I think that is one of the things we should deter- 
mine—the extent to which they are not being used. Do you agree? 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have any questions, Mr. Price ? 

Mr. Price. No questions. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have any questions, Mrs. St. George ? 

Mrs. St. Grorce. Mr. Cole, would your, idea be that the portion of 
this building that was supposed to be used by the services would be 
exclusively ‘under their jurisdiction, because I could see where it 
might cause quite a good deal of friction if the building is a municipal 
building and if this portion of the building is not clearly set aside. 

Mr. Corx. As I indicated before, Mrs. St. George, that part of the 
building which has military equipment in it and which is nec essary to 
be used for the training purposes would be under the exclusive use of 
the military—ce lassrooms and the electrical equipment, and so forth. 
That would be an area which would available to nobody else, than 
the military. 

However, there might be other areas within the same building, such 
as an anditorium, which could be used on an appropriate arrange- 
ment—prearrangement between the sponsoring community and the 
military. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Don’t you think they should have prior rights on 
the auditorium? I could see where that might cause trouble, too. 

Mr. Coir. That could very well be and it could be one of the condi- 
tions which the Secretary of the Army might impose, and the bill 
authorizes him to impose those conditions. I think it would be per- 
fectly proper and reasonable that the Department would have a 
prior use on any area which is sus ‘eptible to joint use. 

Mrs. Sr. Grorce. Yes. I think that is important. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van 7 andt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Cole, what you propose is a community center 
that will provide facilities for the Reserve components with local, 
State and Federal money covering the cost, and, of course, the manage- 
ment resting with those three potical subdivisions, which would give 
priority to the Reserve c omponents, 

The actual ownership of the structure — not be in the Federal 
Government. I think that you could not—I doubt if there is any legal 
or constitutional authority for Federal funds to be mingled with other 
community funds in an ownership status. 

But the same thing can be accomplished by way of a contract or a 
lease or an agreement. 
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I think in the case of an airport, where, as you know Federal money 
is in the airport, the Federal Government retains right to use that 
airport, definitely. 

Mr. Coz, Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Years ago in California, I think if you will find 
my memory serves me correctly, there was such an arrangement, there 
was such an arrangement where a State and local community con- 
structed such a center, not alone for Reserve components, but for vet- 
erans’ organizations and so forth. I think this program which in- 
volves tod: ay Reserves and facilities, 1 think that California plan has 
been discarded. But as I see it, you would go into these communi- 
ties where we have no armories at the present time and they are rent- 
ing facilities, and the community, the State and the Federal Govern- 
ment would erect a center. 

This center would be primarily for the training of Reserve com- 
ponents, and when not in use would be made available through civic 
activities. 

Mr. Coxe. Civic activities such as the central office of the Red Cross, 
the center for blood donations, perhaps the headquarters of the local 
veterans’ organizations—any activity which has a community pur- 
pose and public function. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any other questions? If not, we thank you 
very much, Mr. Cole. We will certainly give your suggestion careful 
consideration. 

Mr. Corr. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooxs. The next witness here is Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy, Fred A. Bantz, who is in charge of Materiel. 

Mr. Secretary, you have been waiting for a number of days. 

Mr. Banrz. it is a pleasure. 

Mr. Brooks. We are very sorry to keep you here, because I know 
your time is limited. 

Mr. Banrz. I understand, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. You have a statement before us. Does everybody have 
« copy of the Secretary’s statement? If you proceed we would be 
happy to follow it with you. 

Admiral Taytor. May I ask the committee’s permission to join Mr. 
Bantz? 

Mr. Brooks. Would you proceed, Mr. Secretary ? 

Mr. Banvz. This is my first appearance before you. It isa pleasure 
to be here. I have only occupied this position for about 11 weeks, 
so I am not too familiar with the details of the Reserve program. I 
have spent considerable time with Admiral Taylor and his staff and 
have pre —_ a brief statement which I will read if you wish to pro- 
ceed in that wa 

The purpose vot the statement is to ay we are in accord with the 
purposes of the amendments and the Navy and Marine Corps are 
wholeheartedly behind them. 

Mr. Brooks. Continue with your statement, Mr. Secretary 

Mr. Banvz. I welcome this opportunity to appear before you 1 today 
in support of this important legislation. 

Earlier in this session you conducted hearings wherein each service 
reported on the progress being made in the implementation of the Re- 
serve Forces Act of 1955. At that time, the Chief of Naval Personnel, 
Vice Admiral Holloway, covered briefly the facilities program as an 
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mtegral part of the overal] Reserve program. Today we are pre- 
pared to give a more detailed account of the past eee current 
status, and future requirements of the Naval and Marine Corps Re- 
serve facilities construction program. 

I should like to emphasize that our Reserve facilities program is in 
complete consonance with the size and development of our drill pay 
Ready Reserve.- 

Both the Naval and Marine Corps drill-pay programs are approach- 
ing the maximum authorized strengths. As this levelling off in the 
program takes place, our requirements for new facilities and in new 
locations are few in number. Our current and future requirements 
consist predominantly of the improvement of our existing training 
establishment. The deterioration of overaged facilities requires that 
many be rehabilitated or replaced with new construction. The growth 
and development of our Reserve units over the past years requires that 
some facilities be expanded and improved. 

The advent of high-performance aircraft into the Reserve program 
has generated requirements for the lengthening of runways and other 
improvements to our Naval Air Reserve facilities. 

The National Defense Facilities Act of 1950, Public Law 783-81, as 
amended, has provided suitable authorization under which our defi- 
ciencies can be corrected. Under the act we have been able to devise 
and initiate a long-range requirements program which is being funded 
in such annual increments as is consistent with a balanced Navy budget 
program. 

Since fiseal year 1954, when the Navy used the authorization pro- 
vided in the act for the first time, much has been accomplished, but 
much yet remains to be done. Continuation of this authorization is 
essential to the maintenance of an adequate Reserve training establish- 
ment and the continued development of well-trained and Ready Re- 
serve Forces. Accordingly, the Navy wholeheartedly supports a 
further time and monetary extension to this authorization. 

In addition to the amendment to extend the time and monetary 
limits in the act, we are particularly interested in the proposed amend- 
ment which will explicitly provide authorization for troop housing 
and messing facilities at Rese rve or aining installations. The proposed 
language will enable the } Navy to prov ide these essential pernonnd) 
facilities at Naval Air Reserve vi a This includes BOQ’s, bar- 
racks, and messing facilities for permanent party personnel and for 
reservists performing weekend drills and 2 weeks’ active-duty train- 
ing. These facilities are essential to the proper training and adminis- 
tration of the reservists, and the maintenance and operation of the 
air stations. 

The provision of an adequate training establishment is vitally essen- 
tial to the proper development of our Reserve. Our facilities must be 
so distributed throughout the country that the proper population 
coverage will be obtained. They must be so situated within the local- 
ity to be reasonably accessible to the reservists. They must be suffi- 
ciently attractive to encourage the enlistment of our young men into 
the Reserve. And they must be modern up-to-date to ensure a program 
of realistic and efficient Reserve training. Your favorable considera- 
tion of the extension to the existing authorization will allow the serv- 
ices to continue this essential facilities construction program. 





Mr. Brooxs. Thank you very much, Mr. Bantz. I would like 
to ask you a few questions. 

Have you been able to appreciate your duties to the point of being 
able to tell us about to what extent are the naval armories and Naval 
Reserve facilities being used by the Navy? 

_Mr. Banrz. As to the extent they are being used, I would think, 
sir, they are being used very extensively. As to the details, if you 
don’t mind I would prefer to have Admiral Taylor testify to it, be- 
cause he is familiar with the details and I am not. 

Mr. Brooks. You are going to testify later on, are you not, Admiral ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, I have a statement supported by these charts 
which you see here. 

Mr. Brooks. We will have a statement later on. Now, how is the 
Reserve facilities program progressing for the Navy ? 

Mr. Banrz. Admiral Taylor tells me very satisfactorily. 

Mr. Brooks. Have you any views regarding the suggested amend- 
ment that was given us this morning ? 

Mr. Banrz. No. As I said, both the Marine Corps and the Navy 
are wholeheartedly behind it. 

Mr. Brooks. The amendment? I mean Mr. Cole’s amendment. 

Mr. Banrz. The one presented this morning. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Ban'rz. I think we can say the same. I don’t see any immediate 
need as far as the Navy is concerned, but I am sure in the future there 
would be circumstances where it would be helpful. 

Mr. Brooks. The amendment would be ? 

Mr. Bantz. Yes. 

Mr. Price. Don’t you now have authority, Mr. Secretary, to lease 
quarters in various areas from municipal sources if they are available? 

Mr. Banvz. I am not certain. 

Admiral Taytor. We do. 

Mr. Bantz. We do. 

Mr. Price. Could that be expanded today in the idea of Mr. Cole, 
or would it be included where you could make arrangements in ad- 
vance for the lease of a portion of the building ? 

Admiral Taytor. We could. 

Mr. Price. So actualy you could do now what Mr. Cole’s bill pro- 
vides, if you want to do it; is that correct ? 

Mr. Bantz. Except I don’t think under the present law we could 
accept money from a local government. 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir, we could not do that. 

Mr. Bantz. At the present time, as I understand it, we are restricted 
to Federal and State participation. by 

Admiral Tayior. No, we have municipal airports we participate in. 

Mr. Banrz. But as far as office facilities. 

Admiral Taytor. I am not sure about that. 

Mr. Price. You could lease training space. 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Pricer. Could you not make those arrangements in advance of a 
community center, saying “When this project is completed, we will 
lease under certain conditions these facilities you are going to 
provide”? . 

Admiral Taytor. I am sure we could. But we have a Bureau of 
Docks representative here, Captain Etter, to whom I would like to 
refer that. 
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Mr. Brooks. Before we get into that, you do those things right now. 
For instance, isn’t the National Guard a community center, and isn’t 
the Reserve center the same thing, already a community center? | 
know they have all kinds of shows where there is space and time for 
it in centers in our area. 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. ' 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Mr. Banrz. I don’t know whether those are leased or simply do- 
nated for the occasion. 

Mr. Brooks. I don’t know either. 

Mr. Price. I think Captain Etter might answer that. 

Mr. Brooxs. Come forward, if you will. 

Captain Errrr. May I have the question ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. Acoustics are very bad. Captain Etter did not 
understand the question completely. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, Captain, we were just inquiring about whether 
or not the Reserve center now, or the Guard center could be used as a 
municipal center under the present arrangement. What about the 
Navy! Is the Navy Reserve facilities available in any way for mu- 
nicipal purposes or State purposes of a civic nature ¢ 

Captain Errer. It can be made so, yes, sir. Statutorily it would be 
possible. It is a question of reaching an agreement, an operating 
agreement. 

Mr. Brooxs. What do you mean by “operating agreement ?” 

Captain Errer. I mean it is a question of the use of maintenance 
funds necessary to maintain and operate the facility, when used by 
other than Federal forces. 

Mr. Pricer. The point I want to clear up is whether or not under 
existing law you could do now what the amendment suggested by Mr. 
Cole provides, is that correct? You could go out and lease facilities 
in a community center now for training purposes, could you not? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pricer. Then we get down to the point, whether or not if a com- 
munity were pl: inning on the construction of a new center, whether you 
could make prior arrangements with them to lease these quarters under 
certain conditions that would assist them in financi ing this project. 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir, we could. Depending upon the amount of 
funds involved in the lease. ae you well know, we must get committee 
approval for leases for over $25,000. 

Mr. Pricer. There may be some merit in this bill, but actually, under 
existing law, you could almost do this now. 

Mr. Bantz. As I said at the start, the Navy could agree to it, but we 
saw no need for it. However, probably in the future it would be 
helpful. 

Mr. Price. This bill would give greater encouragement to such a 
program if it were desirable. 

Mr. Brooxs. Suppose the Navy builds an armory and you have an 
arrangement that a portion of it should be used municipally. Sup- 
pose you put in an Air Force Reserve unit. Would you then put in 
another armory for the Air Force or enter into a joint arrangement ? 
Suppose the joint arrangement interferes with the municipal functions, 
what are you going to do? 

Mr. Banrz. At the present time we have a lot of joint arrange- 
ments, joint usage of the plants. 
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Mr. Brooks. Not enough. We ought to get more. 

Mr. Banrz. Admiral Taylor, I am sure, will get into that in his 
presentation. 

Mr. Brooks. If you have a building built for Reserve and municipal 
use, what would you need to do if you did not have space, sufficient 
space for your program ¢ 

Mr. Banrz. If there was not sufficient space available for the pro- 
gram 

Mr. Brooks. I don’t quite follow your answer, I don’t want to push 
you on it. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Do you have a departmental report for this bill? 

Mr. Brooks. Not that I know of. Do we have a departmental 
report ? 

Mr. Ducanper. I will check and see. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Would it not be fair for all concerned, including 
the sponsor, if we asked the Department of Defense to study the bill 
and come up in the next few days with a report on it ? 

Mr. Brooks. I thought the Department of Defense had considered 
it. 

Mr. Ducanper. I asked the Department of Defense to submit their 
views. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there anyone who has questions on H. R. 7697? 

Mr. Byrne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Suppose we finish with the Secretary. He has been 
here a number of days. 

Mr. Van Zandt ? 

Mr. Van Zanvr. That is right. I think we should finish with the 
Navy, but I think the Department of Defense should comment on 
H. R. 6129, because this will be a new policy, as far as Reserve facili- 
ties are concerned. 

Mr. Brooks. I am wondering if the Navy has studied it. Have you 
studied the situation ? 

Mr. Banvz. I have not, sir, I don’t know whether Admiral Taylor 
has had an opportunity to do so or not. 

Admiral Taytor. We have presented to the Department of Defense 
a Navy position on it, which was that we had no objection to the bill 
and that we anticipated it would be helpful in the realm of economy 
and greater utilization of facilities, but that we saw its greater ap- 
plics ation to the Department of the Army, and that they had a pre- 
dominant position and interest in the amendment. 

Mr. Brooks. You have presented your position. What are you 
going to do if, in a locality, you have that joint arrangement and your 
Reserve obligations increased and you have to do more tr aining. What 
are you going to do? 

Admiral Taytor. Like any other joint-use facilities, it would have 
to be a matter of give-and-take. 

Mr. Brooks. In other joint-use facilities, the parent service has 
control. Is that not true? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. But, on the other hand, it is not exercised 
with an iron fist, you might say. It is always a matter of trying to 

reach an equitable agreement, so that the different parties to the situ- 
ation are equally dissatisfied, you might say. 











Mr. Brooxs. You are building these things for Reserve training, 
aren’t you? 

Admiral] Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Suppose a joint user interferes with your Reserve 
training, what are you going to do: Push the Reserve training out ? 

Admiral Taytor. I could not say, sir. It would have to depend upon 
the circumstances of the situation. Of course, in the Navy our Reserve 
training is so well stabilized now that we do not anticipate a situation 
in which we will suddenly find our facilities completely overloaded 
like that. 

Mr. Brooks. But the Reserve training of the other facilities is not so 
well stabilized, Admiral. 

Admiral Taytor. I am not familiar with them. I could not speak 
about them. 

Mr. Brooks. How could you handle the joint user of a base like New 
Orleans, if you are not familiar with it? 

Admiral Taytor. That is a little different situation. The municipal 
and State authorities are not concerned in that. That is between the 
Air Force and the—— 

Mr. Brooxs. Suppose they are concerned with it. What are you 
going to do? 

Admiral Tayrtor. I would have to have a specific situation. 

Mr. Brooks. Let us say that you approved this situation. I am 
not against it, but you have approved it. What are you going to do 
when the arr angement is such that it interferes with the use of your 
facilities for training? What are you going to do? 

Admiral Taytor. I would say, if it came to the ultimate decision, 
I would say we would have to insist upon the use of the facilities we 
need. 

Mr. Brooks. Even though the locality put money into it ? 

Admiral Tayror. I would say, as long as the Department of De- 
fense had control of the facilities and the authority over it, they would 
have to exercise that to the benefit of the Reserve forces. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. You would not go into such an arrangement anyway, 
unless you had some pretty definite, firm understanding about the use 
of the facility. 

Admiral Taytor. Exactly. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wrysreap. It seems to me this is opening up the door to put 
a lot of pressure to set up some facilities that wouldn’t, perhaps, be 
needed. 

Admiral Tayuor. Yes, sir: it would. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. May [ ask you this: Do you have any project or 
problems at the present time that you need this type of legislation to 
solve ? 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir; we have nothing at the present time. 

Mr. Brooks. General Devereux. 

Mr. Deverevx. Are you presently using your facilities to the fullest 
extent / 

Admiral Tayior. I would like to amplify my answer to that slightly. 
The larger training centers in the larger centers of population are used 
to the maximum capacity of these centers. Such a place as Pittsburgh, 
for instance, is absolutely loaded down. Every available moment is 
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scheduled. It could be used to a greater extent for the nonpay pro- 
gram, if we had the facilities available. 

In other centers, in smaller communities, it is true they are only 
used maybe 2 nights a week. The smaller electronic facilities, which 
are manned by only 2 enlisted men, are probably in use only 1 to 2 
nights a week. So, it is true that greater utilization of the building 
could be achieved. 

Mr. Devereux. In any case, do you make your facilities which are 
not needed for the Reserve training program available for conmunity 
activities / 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir: we do. 

Deverrv<. Do you have any complaint in that respect / 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. Thank you. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I think TH. R. 6129 opens up a sub 
ject that has so many ramifications and probably involves the time and 
effort of this committee over a period of days. Therefore, can't we 
permit the admiral to go ahead with his statement ? 

Mr. Brooks. Surely we can do that. if we are finished with the 
Secretary. 

Mr. Vaw Zanvr. | am finished with him. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any further questions of the Secretary’ If 
not we will proceed with the admiral's statement. I want to ask you 
some questions, and I think everybody does, with regard to the Reser 
training inthe Navy. 

Admiral Taytor. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this presentation 
is to review the facilities program of the Naval and Marine Corps 
Reserve, outlining what has been accomplished since fiscal year 1951, 
and what our requirements are for the future. 

In total numbers of facilities, the Naval and Marine Corps Reserv 
training establishment is substantially eae Requirements for 
new facilities at new locations consist only of two Naval Reserve train- 
ing centers and two Marine Corps Reserve training centers. How- 
ever, we have extensive deficiencies in our existing training establish- 
ment which have generated a large long-range construction program. 

A large majority of our Naval and Marine Corps Reserve facilities 
were acquired over a 2-year period immediately following World 
War II when our Reserve training program was reorganized. Train- 
ing centers were procured primarily by the erection of temporary war- 
surplus (Juonset and Baleesy Ee structures, and by the purchase, 
lease, and rehabilitation of existing buildings and property. Our 
Air Reserve facilities were acquired by utilizing existing airfield 
facilities at Government-owned stations, and by leasing facilities at 
municipal airports. 

Today many of our temporary structures have outlived their ce 
signed usefulness, and resulting deterioration and high maintenance 
costs require that they be replaced. Runways at Naval Air Reserve 
installations must be lengthened or improved to ace ommodate modern 
high-performance aire raft. In some cases, where topographical con- 
ditions or the proximity of metropolitan areas prevent runway exten- 
sions or the use of jet aircraft, the air stations must be relocated. 
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Other existing facilities must be expanded and modernized in order 
to keep pace with advancing training requirements and techniques. 

This program is funded under the authority of Public Law 783, 81st 
Congress, asamended. It is supported by the appropriation “Military 
Construtcion, Naval Reserve Forces,” which is a separate appropria- 
tion in the Navy’s annual budget. The program is subdivided into 
three budget activities: (1) Naval Reserve, Aviation, (2) Naval Re- 
serve, Surface, and (3) Marine Corps Reserve, Ground. Require- 
ments for the Marine Corps Air Reserve are included in the Naval 
Air Reserve portion of the program. In reviewing this facilities pro- 
gram I will, with your permission, treat each of these activities sepa- 
rately, and ‘then follow with a brief summary in order to show the 
overall picture. The charts I will refer to are appended to the copies 
of this presentation which have been distributed to the members of 
the committee. 

NAVAL RESERVE, AVIATION 


Chart I shows the present status and future requirements of the 
Naval and Marine Corps Air Reserve facilities program. The col- 
umns on the left show the present and planned numbers of major train- 
ing facilities. There are 28 commissioned places of operation in the 
Naval Air Reserve program, consisting of 19 naval air stations, 3 
Naval Air Reserve facilities, and 6 Naval Air Reserve training units 
located at air stations of the regular establishment. The most recent 
addition to our training es leeriens was the commissioning of a 
Naval Air Reserve facility at Ellington Air Force Base, Houston, 
Tex., on February 17, 1957. li the joint utilization of this base, the 
Navy is the tenant service. We are requesting the first increment - 
construction of the Navy’s exclusive use facilities in the fiscal ye: 
1958 program. We are planning the reduction in numbers of ian 
facilities to 27 with the disestablishment of the Naval Air Reserve 
facility in Birmingham, Ala. We contemplate no further change in 
the total numbers of facilities, although some relocations will be nec- 
essary. 

The right-hand columns indicate past appropriations since fiscal 
year 1951 and future requirements. Since fiscal year 1951, $104 million 
have been appropriated for this program, $60 million of whieh have 
been under the authority of Public Law 783, 81st Congress, as amended. 
We have remaining requirements of $353 million. This will provide 
for runway extensions, operational and support facilities, and land 
acquisition and easements necessary to meet our ultimate requirements 
at existing facilities. Included also is the current estimate of the cost 
of relocating nine facilities, for which we foresee requirements. 


NAVAL RESERVE, SURFACE 


Chart II illustrates the present and ultimate status of the Naval 
Reserve, Surface facilities program. There are two basic types of 
facilities in this program for which we provide construction. One is 
the Naval Reserve training center, which houses the surface and sub- 
marine divisions and special program units such as CP's, harbor de 
fense units, and mobilization teams. Although many of our nonpay 
units also use the training centers for their drills, the provision of the 
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facility must be fully justified by the actual onboard strengths of the 
pay units of the Ready Reserve which will occupy the facility. 

The left-hand columns of the chart indicate the present number 

319 Naval Reserve training centers, and the planned number of 321 

The other type of fac ility which we provide is the Naval Reserve 
electronics facility, which houses our Electronics Division. These 
facilities are located in smaller municipalities in order to provide train- 
ing for reservists in critical aipbeert, operational ratings who do not 
have access to the larger Naval Reserve training center. These are 
small facilities of about 3,100 square feet and provide training for 
such ratings as radarmen, radiomen, signalmen, and quartermasters. 

The center columns indicate that we have our ultimate numbers of 
these facilities, 217. Although some existing facilities require replace- 
ment, we plan no increase in the total numbers. 

The right-hand columns of the chart show that $12 million have been 
appropriated for the surface program, all under the authority of 
Public Law 783, 81st Congress, as amended. ‘These funds have pro- 
vided 18 replacement training centers, 22 replacement electronics 
facilities, and improvements by construction or fee acquisition at 12 
existing training centers. 

Remaini ng requirements amount to $32 million. This will provide 
the two new required training centers,  Nelcouaents for 32 training 
centers and 39 electronics facilities, and improvement and rehabilita- 
tion projects at 39 training centers. 


MARINE CORPS RESERVE, GROUND 


Chart III shows the status of the Marine Corps Reserve, Ground 
facilities program. As shown in the left-hand columns, the Marine 
Corps Reserve at present occupies 233 training centers, with a total 
of 235 ultimately planned, an increase of 2 over the present number. 

The right-hand columns show the financial picture. Since fiscal 
year 19 51, $13 million have been appropriated for this program, $11 
million of which have been provided under the authority of Public 
Law 783, 8lst Congress, as amended. These funds have been used 
primarily to construct replacements for 61 inadequate training cen- 
ters. Most of these replacements have been provided by expanding 
existing Naval Reserve training centers or by constructing joint train- 
ing centers with the Naval Reserve. 

Future funding requirements amount to $8 million. This will pro- 
vide 2 new training centers, replacements for 28 training centers, and 
11 expansion, purchase, and rehabilitation projects. 


SUMMARY 


To summarize the 3 portions of the program, total appropria- 
tions of $129 million have been granted for the Naval and ieee 
Corps Reserve facilities construction program since fiscal year 1951; 
$83 million of this total have been appropriated under the ‘athisite 
of Public Law 783, 81st C ‘ongress, as amended. Future requirements 
amount to $393 million. These requirements represent the total cur- 
rent deficiencies in the entire program. These requirements vary, of 
course, in degree of urgency and importance. The funding program 
to correct these deficiencies will therefore be based on such annual 
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increments as are consistent with a balanced Navy budget program. 
However, continued authorization under the National Defense Facil- 
ities Act will enable the program to go forward. 


JOINT UTILIZATION 


The last chart shows the number of Naval and Marine Corps Re- 
serve training facilities which are being jointly utilized between two 
or more Reserve components. Of the total of 319 Naval Reserve facil- 
ities of the surface program, 204, or 64 percent, are used jointly with 
Reserve units of other services. Of the 28 Air Reserve facilities, 27 
are share with other Reserve components; 162, or 70 percent, of the 
total of 233 Marine Corps Reserve facilities are in joint use. Within 
these totals of training centers there are 160 designated as joint Naval 
and Marine Corps Reserve training centers. 


CONCLUSION 


This completes my presentation, Mr. Chairman. This has been a 
brief status report of the implementation of our Reserve facilities 
program under the National Defense Facilities Act of 1950. 

We are prepared to furnish any other information or assistance 
which you may desire. 

Mr. Brooxs. Admiral, that is, I think, a very good re port on joint 
utilization. I want to commend the Navy for that, because in the case 
of the Marine Corps, 70 percent are jointly used, and in the case of the 
Air Force, we have got—what is it ?—27 shared, and in the case of the 
Navy Reserve facilities, 64 percent are jointly used. 

So that is an excellent approach to the suggested program of joint 
use. 

Now, I want to ask you this: All of your Navy reservists are not 
active now; are they? All of them in the Ready Reserve are not 
active in training? 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir. We have appropriations to pay only 
about 145,000 of the Ready Reserves. 

Mr. Brooks. 145,000 are active ? 

Admiral Taytor. Well, I would not use that term, sir, if I may 
comment. 

There are many who do not receive pay who are active in training. 

Mr. Brooxs. How many do you have active ? 

Admiral Taytor. Let me refer to my figures on that. 

Mr. Brooks. I mean, only those on the Ready Reserve list. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. Why not give us the number of paid on the Ready 
Reserves ? 

Admiral Taytor. The paid number is 145,000. 

Mr. Van Zanvt. How many other Ready Reserves have you got? 

Admiral Taytor. 430,000. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think that is what the chairman wants. 

Mr. Brooxs. Not exactly, because the admiral says that some are 
not being paid, but are still active. So he has more than 145,000 ac- 
tive, although just 145,000 are paid. 

Admiral Taytor. [have my figures now if I may insert them in the 
record, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Please. 
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Admiral Taytor. The exact number in a pay status at the moment 
ie 144,000, 

There are 32,000 in a nonpay status who are drilling. 

They drill for the purpose of either maintaining their proficiency, 
or to secure promotion credits, or to enable them to pass their promo- 
tion examinations or for retirement points. 

Mr. Brooxs. That would give you a total of 176,000 in Reserve 
training ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. That is true. 

Mr. Brooxs. There were about 354,000, Are they all in the Ready 
Reserve status? That couldn’t be true. 

Admiral Taytor. That is true; yes, sir. The total Ready Reserve 
at this moment is 583,000. 

Mr. Brooks. 583,000 in the Ready Reserve. 

Admiral Taynor. Yes. That includes 486,000 on inactive duty, 
90,000 on active duty, and 7,000 officer candidates. 

Mr. Brooks. So out of 580,000, you have 176,000 active and the 
others are not taking any training whatsoever ? 

Admiral Taynor. Except that many of the others do take their 2 
weeks a year annual training duty. 

Mr. Brooks. That would give you over 400,000 that are taking no 
training save the 2 weeks annual training. 

Admiral Tayior. There are 90,000 on active duty out of that num- 
ber. And then the officer candidates are 7,000. So you have to sub- 
tract 97.000 from that to find the total who are not receiving any- 
thing but 2 weeks active duty training. 

Mr. Brooxs. Sothat you would say roughly 300,000 ? 

Admiral Taynor. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. Of the Ready Reserve not taking any training what- 
soever. 

The reason you are not requiring any training is because they are 
already trained, 

Admiral Taytor. A great many are considered proficient from their 
wtive duty, extended active duty, so that they are able and ready to 
discharge their responsibilities when called to active duty. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have any that have no prior training and who 
have no plans to take any Active Reserve training ? 

Admiral Taytor. 1 would not say that we have none, but I would 
say that they ave so few in number as to be negligible. 

Mr. Brooks. So that to all intents and purposes, all nonprior 
trained men are either taking now, or going to take, Active Reserve 
training. 

Admiral Tayior. That is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Winsrrap. It is possible to have some in _— ial civil employ- 
nent just as well trained to take up duty with the Navy if you called 
them up, as if they were taking Active Reserve training, if I under- 

iood the prior testimony. 

Admiral Tayntor. Yes. Members of the merchant marine would 
be a good example, or those in the shipping business, who would be 
Veluable in the handling of the port problem. 

Mr. Winsrrap. Now, this 32,000 here, who take drill training but 
receive ho pay, Why is that? You don’t have the money? Wouldn't 
it be better to pay these 32,000 who are participating in the drill 4 
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Admiral Tayior. It is a matter of budget, but it is also a different 
emphasis. Many of these people in the nonpay status are in the 
Naval Reserve officers school program, for instance, which is a matter 
largely of attending lectures and learning through that method, 
whereas the drill-pay people are given more rigorous training than 
that. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. About how many do you have in the Active Re- 
serves, not doing anything and not drawing any pay, so far as the 
Navy or the Navy Reserve is concerned ? 

Admiral Taytor. Not doing anything at all? 

Mr. Wrinstrrap. That is right—like these special schools, that you 
are talking about. Ready Reserves is what I am speaking of, of 
course. 

Admiral! Tayior. If I may, sir—I don’t have that figure on hand 
but I would like to insert in the record later. 


Naval ready reservists in training status 
Total inactive duty Ready Reserve- i tm eckin eimai aibicy 


Paid drill status bi rete ad 
Drilling in nonpay status_- aan sea aia pe - 18, 240 





Officer candidates_ ae . . aah piedlcuibhoor 6, 845 
2 weeks’ active duty for training only as eked canna aoe 
Enrolled in correspondence courses pee ¢ 4 ait 4, 000 
Appropriate duty pay status___ KAMEN oe od a isael 2, 209 

Total participating : plbbie seasae 201; 990 


NOTE 1.—Of the 281,734 not participating in training, 188,513 have been released from 
5 or 4 years’ active duty within the past 2 years. 

Note 2.—There is a maximum of 16,000 in the total Naval Ready Reserve who have not 
had the equivalent of basic training. 

Mr. Winsiveap. I could see you have cases where a man serves 4 
years. He comes out and serves in the Active Reserve for a year or 
two. 

I don’t see the necessity for you to require that he participate in 
Ready Reserve training. 

What about the 2 weeks’ training? Do you pay all those for the 2 
weeks’ training / 

Admiral ‘Tayrtor. They get paid for the 2 weeks but they are not 
considered in the drill-pay status, because that term is restricted to 
those who drill regularly throughout the year. 

Mr. Winsteap. And they are paid normally for the 2 weeks. 

Admiral Tayior. Only for the 2 weeks. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Is it true in the Ready Reserve you have the pay 
and nonpay ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Zanov. Is it not further true that those who take the 2 
weeks’ training and who are in a nonpay status, even though they 
get paid for-the 2 weeks, yet they have to complete courses to acquire 
a sufficient number of points to establish a satisfactory year? 

Admiral Taytor. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanor. Is it not true in the Ready Reserve we have what 
is called a nonactive list, which is composed of provisional people 
who would be valuable to the country in a time of war, but who do not 
have the time to associate with the unit or take part in drills? 











Admiral 'Tayvor. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. That is all. 

Mr. Brooxs. General Devereux. 

Mr. Dreverrux. Howslong do you keep prior-service men in the 
Ready Reserve—those not in : the drill- pay status. 

Admiral Taytor. They remain in until they have completed their 
total obligation of 6 years. 

Mr. Devereux. Then ordinarily it might be 2 years after they get 
out of active duty ? 

Admiral Taytor. In the case of a } Navy enlisted man of 4 years he 
would remain for 1 or 2 more years in the Ready Reserve after he com- 
pleted his 4 years. In the case of the so-called 2 by 6 Active Reserve, 
he spends about a vear before he goes to active duty, during which he 
receives training equivalent to that of a boot camp or naval station. 
He goes directly. aboard ship, and then spends 3 years in the Ready Re- 
serve, for a total of 6. He may reduce this obligation to 5 years by sat- 
isfactory participation in the training program for 2 years. 

Mr. Deverrux. That is all. 

Mr. Brooks. You have a group, Admiral, who have enlisted for a 
Reserve program, with the understanding at such time as you may 
wish, they will be called up for 2 years of active service in the Regular 
Establishment. 

Now, what size of a group is that? 

Admiral Tayvor. These are enlisted men, sir, that you speak of / 

Mr. Brooks. Yes, enlisted men. 

Admiral Taytor. I think this is the group that I previously men- 
tioned who enlisted on the understanding that they could complete 
high school 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Admiral Tayror. And that during this period they would receive 
training, compulsory training, and that if they did not participate 
in this” compulsory training they could be ordered immediately to 
active duty, and would go directly aboard ship without going to the 
training stations. 

Mr. Brooks. You call those all up for active training ? 

Admiral Taynor. Yes. They are all being called at the rate of 
about 30,000 a year. 

Mr. Brooxs. After they enlist, what is about the average time be- 
fore you call them in? 

Admiral Taytor. One year. 

Mr. Brooks. So that all of those men, with no prior training, will 
be permitted to finish high school, but yet will be called for active 
duty. 

Mr. Winsreap. Mr, Chairman— 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wrinsreap. You are participating in the 6-month training pro- 
gram in a limited way, are you not ‘ 

Admiral Taytor. Only for critical skills—so-called critical skills. 

Mr. Winsteap. Those youngsters who have 6 months you provide so 
they can get it in the summer ‘when the school is out. In other words, 
we have run into some protest, and I understand the Army is taking 
care of it, where a number of boys have enlisted to take their 6 months’ 
training between the school sessions and they got an idea they were 
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going on board, for that training, through the summer months. I 
was wondering if you were taking care of that particular problem in 
your training program. 

Admiral Taytor. In the critical skills category, these people will 
usually work at some trade, so it would not apply to them, and they 
are called up for the full 6 months. It is not related to the summer 
period. 

Mr. Winsreap. You are not included to the extent the other services 
are, but you feel you can live up to all the obligations you have made 
to the youngsters who have enlisted for the 6 months. 

Admiral Taytor. We feel we have met our obligations. The Marine 
Corps does use the 6-month program extensively. I have as a sup- 
porting witness Captain Heinemann of the Marine Corps, who can 
perhaps answer the question as the Marine Corps witness. 

Mr. Winsteap. It is all important if we get volunteers and tell them 
they can take this training between the summer months between school 
sessions and then make provision to do those things, especially the first 
year. After that—— 

Admiral Taytor. I must confess that I don’t immediately see the 
connection with the Naval Reserve in this particular field. 

Mr. Wrxsteap. You should not have much problem in the Navy. 

Admiral Tartor. No, sir. I don’t believe we have any problem in 
this regard at all. 

Mr. Brooks. Now, Mr. Byrne, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Byrne. What can you tell me about the closing of the Atlantic 
City Air Station ? 

Admiral Taytor. That is not a Naval Reserve Station. 

Mr. Byrne. Can you tell me anything about it? I have had a lot of 
inquiries—newspapers in Philadelphia. 

Admiral Taytor. I saw the article in the paper. That is all I know 
about it, to tell you the truth. 

Mr. Byrne. Whocan supply the information ? 

Admiral Tayzor. I would say that Mr. Bantz should answer that 
question. ' 

Mr. WepeMan. The Secretary has announced the naval air station 
at Atlantic City will be closed and that certain operations are being 
transferred from the operations at Atlantic City to elsewhere. 

That is, the reason behind the closing of the station I am frank in 
saying, Congressman, I am not familiar with. I think Mr. Norton, 
who is Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Air, I think is familar 
with it. 

Mr. Byrne. The communities down there would like to know and 
so do we. : 

Mr. Wepeman. I think we could provide a statement on that partic- 
ular point. 

Mr. Brooxs. Could you do that? Could you provide a statement 
and bring it in later ? nw 

When the committee hearings are over we could file it and permit 
the members to see it. 

Secretary Bantz. Excuse me. I think that should come from the 
CNO. Would you ask the CNO to draft that statement ‘ 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Byrne. I would like a full statement. 














Mr. Brooks. Is that all right with you? 

Mr. Byrne. Yes. 

(The statement on the circumstances surrounding the closing of 
the naval air station, Atlantic City, N.J., is as follows:) 


It has recently been determined that Navy flight operations will be relocated 
from Atlantic City when the capacity to support them becomes available at 
other locations. This decision was based on the following factors: 

1, Present construction is mostly temporary World War II type. Moderniza- 
tion would cost many millions of dollars. 

2. The station is located in a populated area which has precipitated numerous 
noise and hazard type complaints from the public. 

> The airfield is jointly used with civil aircraft. 

. Air traffic density in the Atlantic City area is increasing. 

5. For adequate training, an outlying field to the naval air station, Atlantic 
City, is required for field carrier landing practice. Such a field is not available 
and budgetary limitations will not permit its development in the near future. 

6. Atlantic City lacks a suitable target for the required continuous practice 
of special weapons delivery tactics. Warren Grove, although a calibrated target, 
will not offer a solution since movement in the air around the target is so re- 
stricted by airways that runs can be made from only one direction without 
violating the civil airways. 

Training operations are restricted by numerous confining airways and 
restrictive identification procedures. There is a requirement for an offshore 
airway between Dover, Del., and Cape Cod, Mass., which will further restrict 
training operations. 

8. Ten-thousand-foot sea level equivalent runways are required for the type 
of operations carried out at Atlantic City. Feasibility studies show that the 
present runways cannot be extended beyond 8,000 feet. 

In view of its approaching inadequacy, the expenditure of funds for any 
further development at this station would not be justified. Planned improve- 
ments will therefore be limited to those projects which are necessary for the 
safe interim operation of the field, and the present least arrangement is \con- 
sidered adequate. ; 

NAS, Atlantic City, N. J., is an installation of the Regular Establishment. 
The above information was obtained from the Office of the Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations (Air). 

Mr. Brooks. Let me ask you this: As I see it, the Navy Reserve 
construction program is largely over. You are almost through with 
it. 

Out of this bill here, how much money would you expect to get for 
Reserve construction ? 

Admiral Taytor. We are asking this year $10 million from the 
Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. Brooks. Out of the whole bill do you have any idea how much 
you plan to get? 

Admiral Taytor. If the bill extends through 2 fiscal years 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Admiral Taytor. This one and the next one, we would have a total 
requirement of $30 million the following year, which added to the 
$10 million would make a total of $40 million’ for both years. 

Mr. Brooks. So your interest in the bill is $40 million ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Will that complete the Navy Reserve construction 
program ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir. The total requirements for the foresee- 
able future are $393 million, which is a staggering sum, of course, and 
as I said in my statement, it will have to be funded along the line, in 
accordance with the situation, and what is considered a reasonably 
balanced budget. 
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Mr. Brooks. How do you account for the fact that you will be 
asking for only $10 million this fiscal year, and $30 million the next, 
for a total of $40 million and yet you require $393 million ? 

Admiral Taytor. We have a carryover from previous years which 
has to be allowed for, which is available in the coming fiscal year— 
$27 million carryover. So we have available if we get the $10 million 
in the next fiscal year, a total of $37 million. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have got the carryover. Is the problem really re- 
placing old and antiquated armories—is that the major problem ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. What is it ? 

Admiral Taytor. The major problems are in the Naval Air Reserve, 
where the runways have to be improved to take care of modern aircraft. 

Mr. Brooxs. Runways, hangars and buildings, and things of that 
sort ? 

Admiral Tayvor. Yes, sir. Also where we are forced out by popu- 
lation pressure and things of that nature. 

Mr. Brooks. To an area further removed from centers of popula- 
tion ? 

Admiral Tayior. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you anticipate much of that? 

Admiral Taytor. There is a total of relocations here, nine. 

Mr. Brooks. Nine million ? 

Admiral Taytor. Nine stations. 

Mr. Brooks, Nine sites? 

Admiral Taytor. Nine sites. 

Mr. Brooks. What will that cost vou to relocate them ? 

Admiral Taytor. And there is also gradual encroachment by popu- 
lations which might even force other relocations. 

Mr. Brooks. As you use jet planes in your program you will en- 
counter another problem / 

Admiral Taytor. Yes, sir; they are not popular in some localities. 

Mr. Brooks. In some locations it is objectionable. 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. May I ask one question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. In your projected fund of $40 million, that is $67 
million with carryover, would that take care of all installations, all the 
necessary new Reserve installations ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. All the new ones within that figure ? 

Mr. Winsteap. Yes. 

Admiral Taytor. That includes only 2 Naval and 2 Marine Corps. 

Mr. Winsteap. New bases? | 

Admiral Tayior. Yes; those would be included. There are just | 
four new ones. 

Mr. Winsteap. What I am trying to determine is have you built up 
your strength in other new areas where in your judgment it would be 
desirable to have new installations? 

Admiral Taytor. No, sir; not at the present time. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. In other words, you are taking care of them at the 
present time / 

Admiral Tayvor. That is true. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. These quonset huts, what is the life of them, 10 
years, 15 years—just under ordinary conditions ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. May I refer that question to the expert from 
BuDocks? 

Captain Errer. It depends upon the location. If it is in an area 
exposed to saline spray, they go apart in a few years. We have some 
still standing we built at the beginning of the war, 15 years ago. 
Normally we figure it is a temporary building which will stand up for 
5 to 10 years. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. So eventually all your quonset huts will have to be 
removed ¢ 

Captain Evrrer. Yes, sir. Any place except in very dry climates. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Do you have a standard type armory to erect in 
their place? 

Captain Errer. For the electronics units and most of the ground 
and surface units we have standards. The aviation units, of course, 
follow the standard airfield pattern which involve a number of differ- 
ent types of building. 

Mr. Van Zanvtr. What I was wondering really about is whether or 
not you are replacing quonset huts with quonset huts / 

Captain Errer. No, sir. We have a standard Reserve unit design 
which is designed for expansion by the addition of wings to fit the 
unit. The head house which goes at the front of the building is stand- 
ard for all. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. But it does not involve a quonset hut ? 

Captain Errer. No, sir. Not as a practice. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. That is all. 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any further questions? If not, | am going 
to ask 1 or 2 more questions. 

Do you say your construction there in Houston, in exclusive use fa- 
cilities for the Navy—what is that going to be, Admiral ¢ 

Admiral Taytor. As you know, sir, at these joint-use air stations, 
there are buildings which are for exclusive use of a service, which may 
be either the tenant or the host. Such a thing as I am sure you are 
familiar with at Alvin Callender. There we have a hangar for Nav 
use, a hangar for Air Force use and a hangar for the National Guard. 
This is what we mean by exclusive-use facilities. 

Other facilities which would be used jointly, would be the barracks, 
the control and administrative building with the control tower, the 
strip itself, the BOQ’s, messing facilities, and things of that kind. 

Mr. Brooks. What kind of facility is that at Houston? The Navy 
isthetenant. Who isthe parent facility? The Air Force? 

Admiral Taytor. The Air Force is the parent, the host. 

Mr. Brooks. The Navy is joint user? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. It is an Aviation Reserve facility ? 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. In Birmingham I notice you are closing out a Navy 
Air Reserve facility. Why is that? 

Admiral Tayror. Could I refer the question to Captain Preil, who 
is the Air Reserve coordinator on the staff of CNO? 

Mr. Brooxs. Come forward. 
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Captain Prem. As you know, we keep a constant eye on our facili- 
ties from the standpoint of potential and cost of training the Inactive 
Reserve. 

Mr. Brooks. You mentioned 

Captain Prem. That is right. You just brought it up a minute ago. 

Birmingham has been under our sights for over a year now. The 
potential we anticipated there is not there. 

Over 50 percent of those partic ipating in Birmingham do not come 
from the Birmingham area. They come from other areas, and we can 
accommodate them ver y nicely at Memphis, or at the naval air station 
at Atlanta, which is Dobbins Field. That is a joint field between the 
Air Force and the Navy. ; 

The facilities there do not lend themselves to continued Naval air 
reserve training. 

Mr. Brooks. What are you going to do with those facilities / 

Captain Prem. We have very little there. They belong primarily 
to the city and to the Hayes Aircraft Corp. The Hayes Aircraft 
Corp., as you probably know, sir, is a pretty large outfit that is doing 
conversion work for the Air Force. They have been expanding for 
the last 5 years, which means eventually we will have to relocate on 
the other side of the field at a cost in excess of $5 million. 

We do not feel that cost is warranted for the small potential we 
have. 

Mr. Brooks. Then it is a matter of personnel ? 

Captain Prem. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. That is all I want to know. 

Captain Prem. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to know this from the Admiral. Suppose you 
had to go along with the arrangement suggested in H. R. 6129, which 
provides for a 20-year lease, what would you do in the event you 
wanted to abandon in a case like that? You would have a 20-year 
lease on the thing by the municipality. How would you handle it? 

Admiral Taytor. As I understand there are cancellation clauses in 
these leases. 

Mr. Brooxs. There are what / 

Admiral Taytor. As I understand, there are cancellation clausese in 
that. But I would like to refer it co the Budocks witness. The ques- 
tion is what happens if you have a 20-year lease on the municipal air- 
port and you decide you have no further requirement there such as 
aun am, how do you get out of the lease ¢ 

Captain Errer. It is subject to a cancellation clause. 

Admiral Taynor. All leases have cancellation clauses. 

Captain Eryer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Wouldn't it be our property, that would be leased to 
the municipality ? 

Admiral Taytor. Some of > property would undoubtedly be ours. 

Mr. Brooxs. Under H. R. 6129 part of it would be leased to the 
municipality for 20 years as a municipal center—it is just the opposite 4 

Admiral Taytor. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. It would be municipal property, and part of it we 
would have a lease on, so we would just terminate our lease, and aban- 
don the premises there. 

Mr. Wrwsteap. But we always pay pretty heavily to terminate a 
lease of that kind. 
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Admiral Taytor, Yes. You could not expect the other party of the 
lease to let you off an agreement which is joint. He would perhaps 
have obligations which perhaps it would not be easy for him to get 
out of, 

Mr. Morris. May I ask this one question, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Yes. Mr. Morris. 

Mr. Morris. What in substance are the grants for cancellation, and 
what in substance are the payments to be made where cancellation 
occurs ¢ 

Captain Errer. Our leases normally and nearly always have a res- 
toration clause in them, which provides that we must restore the prop- 
erty to the condition which originally obtained. 

Mr. Morris. Naturally wear and tear alone / 

Captain Errer, That is right. 

But to correct an impression that we abandon without recourse, we 
don’t do that. We remove such materials, training equipment and 
other equipment which may be utilized in other construction or train- 
ing and we use it. 

The structure then becomes an item which we may abandon at the 
convenience of the owner, or which we must restore to the original 
state of the preperty, less normal wear and tear. 

Mr. Morais. Then what is your basis for payment—do you pay 50 
percent. or 25 percent or how do you determine the amount that you 
pay?’ Certainly they should be entitled to some payment in my judg- 
ment, but what is the formula? 

Captain Evrrer. You mean where we abandon the lease, sir? 

Mr. Morris. Yes. 

Captain Errer. That, of course, is subject to normal severance. Nor- 
mal severance depends upon the condition at the time, the loss which 
the owner may normally be expected to have accrued from his prop- 
erty, and it is subject to negotiations. 

Mr. Morris. Then there is no set formula. It depends upon the 
equity and justice in each case ? 

Captain Errer. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Brooks. Maybe I am wrong. But I thought we were build- 
ing Reserve facilities. But from the way you talk, there, the wear 
and tear we would cause on the owner’s property, I judge we are not 
building Reserve facilities. 

Captain Errer. We are talking about the few instances, Mr, Brooks, 
as I understand, where we lease facilities rather than build. 

Mr. Brooks. You are talking about lease facilities / 

Captain Errerr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. We were talking about H, R. 6129, which would be a 
joint. contribution. The United States would contribute 75 percent, 
i assume, and the municipality 25 percent, and you would build a 
civic center and a Reserve center in the same building. 

Captain Errer. A joint use facility, Mr. Brooks, where the Federal 
Government participates with other interests, would, of course, not be 
subject to lease of those facilities to the party that has an interest in 
it. If the municipality provided the facility and we lease from them 
or if we provide the entire facilities and lease to them, it would be 
subject to a lease. } ' 

But where there is a joint participation, there is no lease involved. 
It is a joint operating agreement. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Let us hear from the Defense Department. 

Mr. VAn Zanpr. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. What are we doing at Memphis? I understand 
the real estate there is becoming smaller because the population is 
closing i inon them. Is there any plan to replace Memphis‘ 

Captain Prem. We have a Naval Air Reserve training unit, based 
on a naval air training station. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Are you able to extend your landing strip to meet 
the jet requirements ? 

C bptain Prem. We have that already. We do not anticipate any 
expansion. 

a Van Zanptr. What about Minneapolis and St. Paul? 

Captain Prem. Minneapolis is one of those crucial spots where we 
were plagued by the population to get out because of so many very 
unfortunate jet ‘accidents. The Air Force will be the host, and they 
are trying to relocate in territory which is very sparsely inhabited. 
That is the situation. 

Mr. Van Zanpvt. Thank you. 

Mr. Byrne. Do you have an escape and restoration clause? Do you 
ever lease those pr operties with an option to buy ? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Byrne. Often ? 

Captain Errer. No, sir. We enter into such leases when we are 
faced with planning a couple of years ahead to get the authorization 
to buy. In that case we enter into a lease with the option to buy, so 
we can hold the facility until after Congress can act on the question. 

Mr. Brooxs. We would like to hear from the Defense Department 
as to H. R. 6129 now, if we could. 

Mr. Cook, would you come forward now? Mr. Cook, do you have 
the position of the Defense Department with reference to H. R. 6129? 

Mr. Cook. I have a brief statement to make. I would like to present 
it and then we can discuss it. 

Mr. Brooks. All right. 

Mr. Coox. The Department of Defense has not yet fully coordinated 
a position on the subject bill, nor obtained the clearance of the Bureau 
of the Budget, and accordingly the following comments cannot be 
considered to constitute the official view of the Department. It is 
noted, however, that the bill contemplates the long-term lease of 
“facilities for training purposes which are to be constructed by politi- 
cal subdivisions of any State, Territory or subdivision. 

It is not entirely clear whether the training purposes referred to 
in the bill are limited to the Reserve components of the Armed Forces, 
nor is it clear whether the long-term leases contemplated by the bill 
could include a provision for termination by the Secretary of Defense 
in the interests of the United States. 

In general, this Department believes that long-term leases cont: uin- 
ing no riglit of termination are unwise in view of the frequent and 
unforeseeable ch: anges in requirements of the Reserve Forces. Under 
present law, there is authority to enter into leases only on a year-to- 
year basis. Apart from this problem, the bill appears to present no 
features objectionable to the Department of Defense. It should be 
pointed out that the arrangements contemplated by the present bill 
differ somewhat from those authorized under existing law, in that, 
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since the structures would be designed and used to varying extents 
for nonmilitary purposes, it would be necessary for the local govern- 
ment to take action in initiating proposals. Accordingly, the: De- 
partment of Defense anticipates that it would normally establish re- 
quirements for the military portion of the structure after a specific 
proposal had been made by the local government. 

Finally, it is noted that the subject bill is not worded as an amend- 
ment to title 10 of the United States Code and it is recommended that 
it would be revised accordingly. 

Now that is the position of the Department of Defense at the present 
time, and I think we can clear up some of the questions that you asked 
before, if you care to take them up at this time. 

Mr. Brooks. Allright, let us clear them up. 

Mr. Cook. All right, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. What does this mean? What would be the Federal 
contribution to that arrangement ? 

Mr. Cook. On this, as we mentioned, Mr. Chairman, the city or 
political subdivision would have to come out with the proposal first 
on what basis they would want. 

Mr. Brooks. Then would we decide—- 

Mr. Coox. For example, there would be a 200-man armory training 
Reserve requirement, whieh would require so much footage or so much 
functional layout of space. Or the city may want to put in an audi- 
torium or some other civic activity. We would compute the stand- 
ards of space and reserve so much space aside for military purposes, 
leaving t the other space for the civic purposes. It would be a joint 
enterprise. On that basis it would give an impetus to the political 
subdivision to obtain funds by a long-term guaranty that would make 
it possible for them to finance their part of the structure. 

As Congressman Cole pointed out, it would be designated as a 
war memorial. 

Mr. Brooks. What would be the Federal contribution ? 

Mr. Cook. That would depend upon the size of the unit that the 
military forces would want to put in there. 

Mr. Brooks. As an amendment to this act, would the contribution 
he 75 percent / 

Mr. Coox. No, we contemplate under the act it would be 100 per- 
cent, in possibly in 20 equal payments. 

Mr. Brooks. 100 percent ? 

Mr. Cook. 100 percent of the military portion of the structure. 

Mr. Meyer. Mr. Chairman, the way Mr. Cole has worded his bill 
here, I believe it would not be subject to the Th 25 percent requirement 
which is contained in the code and would only relate to contributions 
made under a different section. Since this provides a different sec- 
tion, L believe the limitation that the State provide the land would 
not be legally applic: able. 

Mr. Brooks. And the offer would come from a municipality. Would 
it be based on the needs of the military, or the needs of the munici- 
pality ? 

Mr. Coox. It. would be based jointly on the needs of the military 
and the municipality. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, wouldn’t the municipality be the proper one to 
initiate it? 

Mr. Cook. Yes. 
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Mr. Brooxs. Then is it based on the needs of the military? 

Mr. Coox. Would you mind repeating that, Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Brooxs. Would the municipality be the proper agenc y to initi- 
ate a movement where the needs of the municipality were concerned / 

Mr. Cook. We take the position we would not know the require- 
ments of the municipalities. We would know the requirements of the 
military. 

Mr. Brooks. That is correct. 

Mr. Coox. And the arrangement, the site location in the proposal, 
would be initiated by the municipality. 

Mr. Brooxs. And then you would decide whether or not the munici- 
pality should have a Reserve unit ? 

Mr. Coox. Yes, and if it had the manning capability to support it. 

Mr. Brooks. Then would you be basing it on the needs of the 
municipality or the military ? 

Mr. Coox. The prime need would be the military. But if there 
could be a proper arrangement worked out we would work out the 
arrangement accordingly. It could be 100-man Reserve center or 200 
men, as you pointed out. 

Mr. Brooks. What does the Bureau of the Budget say / 

Mr. Cook. As I said in my statement, we have not had final coordi- 
nation. 

Mr. Brooxs. How much would it cost? 

Mr. Coox. We estimate the requirements would not be too great, 
50 or 60 municipalities, with an average cost participation of about 
$300,000 each. 

Mr. Brooks. How much would that total ? 

Mr. Coox. Around $15 million, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions? 

Mr. Wrnsreap. It looks to me—this is off the record. 

(Further statement off the record.) 

Mr. Winsteap. I am wondering where_the Defense Department 
you say you have not really gone far enough to make a recommenda- 
tion on it, but it seems to me that the Defense Department should 
keep in mind here that you might be building community centers in- 
stead of building Reserve establishments. I can’t picture you opening 
the door that wide. It looks to me as though the door is too wide for 
every municipality and every State in the country to demand that you 
build a military center. 

How would you justify setting them up all over the country and if 
you came and asked for 30 million to build the facilities you need now, 
where you have to spend 393 million in the future, I don’t see how 
you are going to open the door to this and expect to do it for 15 million 
over what you have. 

I don’t know how you arrived at the 15 million estimate. 

Mr. Coox. On the average, for an Army Reserve training center, 
for example, 100 man, it is approximately 1,000 square feet. Current 
working estimate costs show it runs around $18 a square foot. 

Mr. Wrxsteap. Let me ask this question, maybe it will clear up what 
I am trying to determine. 

Mr. Coox. All right. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. How many Reserve centers now do you have on 
projects involving this three hundred ninety-three-some-odd million 
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that the testimony shows that you still need in the future, for the Re- 
serve training centers ¢ 

Mr. Coox. That was the Navy’s estimate and that involves some 
large aviation facilities. I think they have some long-range—— 

Mr. Winsreap. This would apply to all branches ? 

Mr. Coox. That is right. This would apply to all branches of the 
service. 

Mr. Winstrreap. How many projects do we have all over the country 
at the present time, if we had sufficient funds to do all that the various 
branches of the service have requested? What would be the cost, if we 
could just complete that job next vear / 

Mr. Cook. The present requirement, as peenes out by Mr. Bryant, 
is 1,800,000,000 Reserve facilities, of which the Navy has 390. 

Mr. Wrxsreap. Is that the number approved by the services pending 
in the Defense Department ¢ 

Mr. Cook. No, that is the long-range foreseeable requirements ito 
the future, beyond 1963. None of those projects have been approved 
by the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Winsreap. Don’t you think that type of legislation would cause 
the price of those projects to go up, because every city and municipality 
could see where- 

Mr. Cook. Well, we consider the economies of it are justified, because 
we would pay only for the military portion of what space is in the 
building. If I could draw a comparison, it is like a semidetached house. 
You own one-half, I own one-half. We don’t pay for both parts of 
the house. 

Mr. Winsreap. Yes, if you would act without political pressure, 
but unfortunately no agency is without political pressure, where such a 
situation is involved. However, that is not advancing the discussion 
on this problem. You have not come to a conclusion whether you do or 
not favor it 4 

Mr. Coox. That is right. 

Mr. Winsteap. I think it calls for further study. 

Mr. Cook. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. If there are no further questions, we call for Mr. Strait. 

Mr. Srrarr. I have General Wilson and Colonel McDougall. 

Mr. Brooks. You may proceed, Mr. Strait. 

Mr. Srrarr. This is the first opportunity I have had to appear be- 
fore this committee since I have been appointed some 16 months ago. 

Mr. Brooks. We are happy to have you here. We hope it is not the 
last occasion. 

Mr. Srrarr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appre- 
ciate this opportunity to appear before you today in support of H. R. 
7697, and its direct relationship to facility requirements of the Reserve 
forces of the Air Force. 

It has been a long-stated conviction of the Air Force that the deter- 
rent effectiveness of its defense forces depends on their ready combat 

capability. 

Lam convinced that the decisive phase of any future all-out war will 
be the initial air/atomic attack that might last a matter of hours or 
days. The outcome of this critical phase will depend entirely on the 
readiness of our forces, and the adequacy of facilities and equipment 
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which we have in being at the outbreak. We plan our Reserve forces 
on this premise and in the development of their programs, we are 
endeavoring to improve their capability to react instantly and effec- 
tively on any given D-day. 

In the past calendar year, we have reexamined the structure of ow 
Reserve forces to meet requirements of the joint war plans and the con- 
cepts and policies established by the Department of Defense. This 
examination has established a mobilization requirement for 51 combat 
wings—27 in the Air National Guard and 24 in the Air Force Re- 
serve—and 147,000 skilled officers and airmen to support the individual 
mobilization requirements of the major commands on D-day. 

For the purpose of continuity and presentation, I will speak sepa- 
rately of the facility programs of the Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard. 

AIR FORCE RESERVE 


With respect to the Air Force Reserve center program, there are 
presently 93 Air Reserve centers activated of a programed 107. The 
activation of the remaining 14 centers has been temporarily deferred. 
It is possible that studies now going on may reveal that there is no 
necessity for the activation of any additional centers since we may meet 
our mobilization requirements through the maximum utilization of 
the existing 93 centers. Eighty-eight of these centers will continue 
to occupy leased, Government-owned, or donated space for the present 
as we feel that priority of construction of permanent facilities must 
remain with the flying units since these units cannot ever reach the 
desired degree of combat ¢ apability without the provision of the re- 
quired operational and maintenance facilities. Permanent facilities 
have been constructed or are now under construction for five of our 
Air Reserve centers: Albany, N. Y., Fort Worth, Tex., West Los 
Angeles, Calif., Charlotte, N. C., and Shreveport, La. 

Some of the space occupied by our nonflying centers is completely 
inadequate but temporary corrective action, generally low cost in 
nature, is being taken so that satisfactory training may be conducted 
without diverting construction funds at this time from the higher pri- 
ority flying program. 

The Air Force is continuing in its efforts to secure maximum joint 
utilization of facilities. At the present time 32 of our 93 nonflying 
centers are being used in conjunction with the Army, Navy, Air Force 
and/or other Government agencies. Additionally, we are conducting 
training at 1,146 other deployed squadron locations of which 889 may 
be considered to fall in the join utilization category since this space 
is either Government controlled or donated for use at no cost to the 
Air Force. 

The requirement for flying units remains at 59 locations. Flying 
training is currently being conducted at 40 of these locations from 
complete or partially completed fac ‘lities. Seven other squadron lo- 
cations will come into being as a result of funds appropriated during 
fiscal year 1957 and funds being requested for fiscal year 1958 which 
will bring the total up to 47. 

Of this total of 59 flying locations it is Re uined that 45 of these 
sites will be utilized in conjunction with the Navy, and the Air Force 
and/or the Air National Guard. 
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Construction funds have been requested for fiscal year 1958 in the 
amount of approximately 30 million. This will permit the construc- 
tion of those limited facilities required to enable activation of units at 
seven additional locations and see those units through the initial man- 
ning, organization and equipping phases. The other required facili- 
ties will be programed i in subsequent fiscal years. 

The 84th Congress, in its second session, approved a Reserve mili- 
tary construction program of approximately $40 million and indicated 
that the amount of funding to be applied for Reserve facilities should 
be in the same proportion as the total amount appropriated was to 
the total approved program. In effect, this established approximately 
$30 million as the minimum amount which was to be expended for 
Reserve construction during the current fiseal year. It is pleasing to 
oe that as of this date the Air Force has funded approximately 
$33,150,000 of Reserve construction. The bulk of these funds is being 
utilized to construct facilities at 8 new flying unit locations and the 
remainder is being used to complete construction of facilities at 7 other 
locations where partial facilities had been previously provided. 

Authorizations remaining under Public Law 783, as amended, are 
insufficient to meet the requirements of the fiscal year 1958 and sub- 
sequent Air Force Reserve construction programs and as indicated on 
this chart, additional authorizations are required in the amount of 
$197.100,000 to complete programed projects by the end of fiscal 
year 1962. 

AIR NATIONAL GUARD 


To provide required facilities to support our Air National Guard 
program, it will be necessary to locate flying units at 94 installations 
and nonflying activities at 42 locations. 

As is the case with the Reserves, the Air National Guard is doing 
everything possible to effect maximum joint utilization of all facilities. 
Of the 94 flying locations, 42 will be utilized in conjunction with the 
Navy, the Air Force and/or the Air Force Reserve. Of the 42 non- 
flying locations, four are betng used in conjunction with the Army 
and the Army National Guard. I should observe here that all of these 
units are either communications type or other technical type units 
with installed, expensive equipment and therefore these facilities are 
uot readily adaptable for joint utilization with the other Reserve com- 
ponents. 

During fiscal year 1957 we will spend approximately $35 million on 
expansion and improvement of existing facilities in order to com- 
pensate for increased personnel strengths and our accelerated jet con- 
version program. 

In fiscal year 1958 we have a requirement for $20 million to provide 
further construction for the Air National Guard as part of their long 
range program to meet Air Force war plan requirements. Complete 
squadron facilities will be constructed at Hutchinson, Kans., and 
Jackson, Miss. 

Since many of our buildings have reached the stage where it is no 
longer economical to rehabilitate and maintain them, we will become 
more and more involved in replacing existing temporary facilities 
erected during World War II. As an example, we have programed 
in fiscal year 1958 a complete squadron facility, less runway, at Will 
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Rogers Field, Oklahoma City, Okla., to replace existing temporary 
facilities of World War LI vintage. 

Operation and training buildings are scheduled at Travis Feld, Ga. ; 
Alpena County Airport, Mich.; and at Barnes Field, Mass. An 
A. C. and W. building is programed for Buckley Field, Golo. .5 and for 
Fort Dodge, Iowa. ‘Other programed construction includes opera- 
tions and training buildings for our Air Defense groups, communics 
tions construction 1 buildings, crash-truck stations, hangars, and supply 
and armament storage buildings at various Air National Guard loca 
tions. All contemplated construction represents existing priority re- 
quirements or new requirements arising out of the reorganization of 
our tactical wings and the moder nization of our aircraft. inventory. 

Much of the success which the Air National Guard has achieved 
since its inception can be directly attributed to the fine facilities which 
the Congress has provided funds for in preceding fiscal years. 

Authorizations remaining under Public Law 783, as amended, are 
insufficient to meet the requirements of the fiscal year 1958 and sub- 
sequent Air National Guard construction programs; and as shown in 
the chart additional authorizations are required in the amount of 
$76,700,000 to complete programed projects by the end of fiscal year 
1962. 


FACILITIES-CONSTRUCTION OBJECTIVES 


The Air Force objectives and policy with regard to providing base 
facilities for the Reserve Forces of the Air Force are as follows: 

(a) That location of Reserve facilities be at regular Air Force, 
Army, and Navy installations, or other Government-owned facilities 
within the limits of Reserve manning potential capability. 

(6) Joint occupation, utilization, and leasing of facilities be ac- 
complished wherever possible and economically feasible. 

(c) Efforts to provide facilities for the Reserve Forces be directed 
toward furthering and supporting inactive and active duty training 
requirement on a minimum essential basis. 

(7) Requests for Reserve Forces construction funds be in accord 
with phased program requirements. 

To support these objectives, a long-range construction program for 
the Reserve Forces of the Air Force has been developed. 

This program projects the accomplishment of all construction re- 
quired by these components by the end of fiscal year 1962. These 
projects include in addition to the . ‘quisition of new sites, the buildup 
of existing sites having inadequate facilities to support high-perform- 
ace jet aircraft, and the replacement of outmoded and/or deteri- 
crated facilities requiring unacceptable maintenance costs. 


SUMMARY 


To support our Air Force Reserve and Air National Guard pro- 
grams we will require facilities at 59 locations for Air Foree Reserve 
flying activities, 107 Air Reserve centers for training of individuals 
and 94 tactical flying flelds and 42 nonflying installations to support 
the Air National Guard, or a total of 302 installations. 

The area locations of the flying installations have been programed 
in accordance with the stated facility-construction objectives, tactical 
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requirements, and where satisfiactory manning of the units may be 
accomplished. 

Location of the nonflying sites have been fixed in accordance with 
the ability of the local communities to man these activities with per- 
sonnel possessing a background of experience or prior training in the 
specialities required to meet individual mobilization requirements. 
In addition tactical consideration must be given to location of certain 
communications elements of the nonflying program. 

Authorizations remaining under Public Law 783, as amended, are 
insuflicient to meet the requirements of the fiscal year 1958 and sub- 
sequent Reserve Forces construction programs. 

As shown on this chart additional authorizations in the amount of 
$274 million are required to achieve the Air Reserves Forces long- 
range construction program. This programed base construction 1s be- 
lieved essential to the development of a ready force of trained Air 

Reserve Forces officers, airmen, and units who will have an immediate 
mobilization capability to augment and strengthen the combat forces 
of the regular Air Force at the outbreak of hostilities. 

Before conc luding, gentlemen, I wish to express my personal satis- 
faction with the progress being made in our Reserve facilities pro- 
gram. We believe that with the assistance that Congress and the De- 
partment of Defense is giving us, our Reserves will be in a position 
to carry out the responsibilities of their assigned D-day mission effec- 
tively and in the same spirit in which these forces have always per- 
formed in the past. 

It has been a privilege to appear before this subcommittee. I shall 
be happy to provide any additional information you desire. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you very much, Mr. Strait. As I see it, then, 
the Air Reserve program, and the Air National Guard program, Re- 
serve Guard, is moving along satisfactorily. 

Mr. Srrarr. I think that is cert: unty true, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. And you will need $30 million for the Air Reserves, 
and $20 million for the Air Guard, for the coming year. 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And that will come out of this bill. 

Mr. Srrarr. No, sir. The Air National Guard portion, I believe, 
is already taken care of under the Air appropriations bill. 

Mr. Brooks. I believe it was in there. 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. But still you need additional authorization 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir; we need additional funds. 

Mr. Brooks. Any questions? 

Mr. Deverevx. | refer to page 1 when you say: 

I am convineed that the decisive phase of any future all-out war shall be 
the initial air-atomic attack that might last a matter of hours or days. 

Am I to believe from that, if we did not have this defense capability, 
that perhaps the war might be concluded by reason of enemy action 
against us ina matter of hours or days? 

Mr. Srrarr. I certainly think that to be the philosophy upon which 
we are developing our Air Force program, General Devereux. Our 
whole defense—our whole deterrent power which is being developed 
in the Air Force is being developed on having an immediate capability 
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to retaliate, which we hope will end the war in a matter of a few 
days. 

Mr. Devereux. Wait a minute. We are talking about the defensive 
capacity here, are we not / | 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Devereux. Then the only inference I can draw from your state- 
ment is we might just as well do without anything else exc ept the Air 
Force. 

Mr. Srrarr. That is not, of course, true, General Devereux. The 
whole defense of our Nation depends upon the combined efforts of all 
of our forces, and, of course, the Reserve forces including the Air Na- 
tional Guard, go into the support of that whole operation. Basically, 
our Air National Guard is a defensive organization with its fighter 
and interceptor wings. Our Air Force Reserve has some offensive 
sapability in fighter-bomber units. However, our primary Air Force 
Reserve, being troop carriers, are civilian defense to support the move- 
ment of logistics and troops and personnel out of the areas and into 
other areas. 

Mr. Devereux. Even in an all-out war, then, you do see some need 
for the Army and the Navy and the Marine Corps? 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Deverrvx. I just wanted to get that straight, because you might 
read into your statement here that “the outcome “might be decided in a 
matter of days or hours. 

Mr. Srrarr. That is one philosophy which may very well be in effect. 

Mr. Devereux. Do you think, even if we were to suffer a major 
attack, in the event of all-out war, that we would quit then? 

Mr. coer Not if I—if we can rely upon the spirit which has 
carried this Nation forward since its inception. I don’t think we 
would ever quit until they drove us into the sea, and then, if we could 
swim, we would continue. 

Mr. Drverrevx. That is all. 

Mr. Brooxs. Mr. Winstead. 

Mr. Wouvsreap. In view of that statement, it seems to me that your 
prior statement is somewhat misleading to the public. We hear a lot 
at this time about the next war being a matter of days or weeks. And, 
taking your latter statement there, it does not seem to me that quite 
justifies so many statements being made by the Air Force, by personnel 
to get the people to think that the next war might end in a week or 
two. It seems to me that those two statements do not quite coincide. 
If I understand it, you make the statement we will fight as long as we 
ean fight under any circumstances and the next war will not be over in 
a week or two or a day or two, but we will continue to fight to the end. 

Mr. Srrair. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. I hope the record will show that is our belief and 
that we are in a position to do so. 

Mr. Devereaux. And that the first 2 or 3 days or hours would not 
be decisive. 

Mr. Winsteap. That is right. A lot of people in this country might 
be misled in believing we might just as well be prepared for 3 or 4 
weeks of war. Certainly, airpower is our No. 1 key deterrent for the 
next war, all-out war. 

Mr. Srrair. Yes. 
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Mr. Brooks. Of course, in fairness to the witness there, who has 
given, I think, an excellent statement, that could be just as strong a 
deterrent. to the opposition as anything I know of—to feel that the 
war might be over in 3 or 4 days. Are there any further questions? 
We have got the general here. We very seldom have him here. Do 
you have anything you wish to say in reference to the Air National 
Guard ¢ 

General Witson. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to say it is pro- 
gressing along the program as planned. Our facilities are in phase in 
accordance with growth and with our requirement of aircraft and 
equipment we are getting into. 

Mr. Brooks. Are you getting the facilities that you think the Air 
Guard is entitled to receive, under a just distribution of the portion of 
we funds available ¢ 

General Witson. Yes: we are. We have had this program, as you 
know, Mr. Chairman, since 1951. We have phased our program to our 
requirements up through 1958. The funds which have been included 
in the 1958 House-approved appropriations will meet our requirements 
for 1958. We are still growing and will, up until 1962, have additional 
requirements after 1958. We have certain World War II facilities 
that Mr. Strait spoke of that will have to be replaced on a priority 
basis to bring up to standards. 

Mr. Brooxs. So, your construction program is progressing nicely. 

General Witson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me ask you this: You have no recruitment pro- 
gram ¢ 

General Witson. No,sir. At the end of April we were one over our 
program. 

Mr. Bsooxs. One man? 

General Wirson. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. How did you hold it down that much ? 

General Witson. Well, I guess it just hs appened that way, and the 
experience it has given us in wit past years has given us a good basis 
to phase our program on. 

Mr. Brooks. So you have got 100 percent of your strength in? 

General Witson. Program strength? 

Mr. Brooks. Program strength. 

General Witson. Yes, 

Mr. Brooks. Do you anticipate any increase in your pregram 
strength ? 

General Wirtson. Yes. At the end of April we had 68,601. At the 
end of 1958 we should be around 73,000. Our program will continue 
to grow. 

Mr. Brooks. That is, above enlisted that you have now. 

General Wirson. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. 62,000 to 78,000 ? 

General Wiison. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. But you anticipate no problem. 

General Witson. No problem. We have never had any trouble in 
meeting our personnel strength in the National Guard. 

Mr. Brooks. That is an excellent record. 

Mr. Srrarr. As far as the Air Force Reserve, as you know, this 
year we started the enlistment of 6-month people into the combat 
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wings of our Air Force Reserve, and we established a quota of 2,500 
that we could take in and give proper training and technical instruc- 
tion. 

Mr. Brooks. How are enlistments going ? 

Mr. Srrarr. As of the Ist of June, we had taken in 3,600, and we 
borrowed a thousand out of our 1958 quota, in order to keep the pro- 
gram going, because it was proceeding so well. 

Mr. Brooxs. So you have only about 1,200 to take in next year. 

Mr. Srrarr. Actually, we will be able to increase that, in order to 
take in the additional amount of people. 

Mr. Brooks. I would like to ask you this since you mentioned it. 
Is there any evidence that this 6-month training program is in any 
way hurting your enlistments in the Regular Establishment—long- 
term enlistments? 

Mr. Srrarr. There certainly has been no evidence that I know of, 
sir. I think the Air Force has been-able to meet its monthly enlist- 
ments into the regular force in accordance with its program. 

Mr. Brooks. Is there any evidence it is hurting the Navy long-range 
enlistment program / 

Mr. Srratr. I do not have any evidence that it is. 

Mr. Brooks. Do we have any Navy officer who can answer that— 
any evidence that the 6-month Reserve program is in any way hurting 
your long-range enlistment program ? 

Commander Greer. There has been no evidence up to this time that 
would suggest that conclusion, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. So there is no reason to believe it is hurting the long- 
range program. 

Commander Greer. The Navy is using the 6-month program to 
a limited extent, but I do not believe the 6-month program of the 
other services has had any serious impact upon the Navy long-range 
enlistment program. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, it has not been competitive with the 
long-range enlistment program of the Navy. 

Commander GREER. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Thank you; very interesting. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Wiwnsreap. Mr. Secretary, how many men do you have in the 
Active Reserve / 

Mr. Srrarr. In the paid program ? 

Mr. Winsreap. Yes; who do not receive any pay for active par- 
ticipation. 

Mr. Srrair. We have a little over 400,000 people who are actually en- 
listed, or are members of the Air Force Reserve. Out of that group, 
we have 

Mr. Wrnsteap. That is your Active Reserve ? 

Mr. Srrarr. In our Active Reserve, we have as of the Ist of June 
around 65,000 who are receiving pay for participation in drills, 2 weeks 
active duty or other paid-type programs. 

Then we have a large pool of individuals who have just come out. of 
the Regular Air Force, after having completed 2 years of duty, if they 
are enlisted men, or officers, who have completed 3 years of duty, who 
are still ready reservists, but who are not participating actively in a 
paid program. 
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Mr. Wrinsreap. You are about in the same postiion as the Navy 
isin? 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes. 

Mr. Winsteap. With a man who has 4 years in the ser vite, well 
trained in the case of an emergency, and another 12 months or 2 years, 
to call back with a short training period. 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Winsteap. And take right up. That is another reason why you 
do not require the paid active participation in your Reserve? 

Mr. Srrarr. For some of those people, sir, we have what we call 
selective assignment, and some of the airmen who come off after 4 years 
of active duty , Who still have a Reserve obligation, but who are unable 
to participate because of geographical location and so forth, in order 
to make sure we will have an immediate D-day capability, we im- 
mediately assign those people to units, and they know their unit of 
assignment, and retain their skills for a certain period of time, and 
we would call those people up in the event of a mobilization. 

Mr. Winsteap. What about these young men who have enlisted for 
6 months’ training now and most of them try to get it in the summer, 
so they will not miss a semester of school. I submit the school officials 
and the service should work out a timetable so they get 3 or 4 weeks 
in before school closes and 3 or 4 weeks after it opens ‘and work it out 
to see they get the six months in without losing a semester of school. 

Are you in @ position to train these trainees in the summer as they 
thought they would be trained when they enlisted for the 6 months? 

Mr. Srrarr. Yes. We handle the bulk of that growp during the sum- 
mer months. I think General Wilson can add to that. 

Mr. Brooks. General 

General Wirson. It is around 5,200. My strength as of the end of 
April was one off of the program. Our requirements are based on our 
organizations which require so many airmen and so many in each of 
the other ‘ategories and it is in that quantity. 

Mr. Winsteap. And that is the distribution ? 

Mr. Brooks. Are there any further questions? If not, the subcom- 
mittee will stand adjourned until tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee adjour ned to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., the following day, Friday, June 28, 1957.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 1, 
Washington, D. C., Friday, June 28, 1957. 
The subcommittee reconvened at 10 a. m., Hon. Overton Brooks 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 
Mr. Brooks. Do we have any more witnesses here on the Reserve 
installation bill? 
Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 
Mr. Deininger, and Mr. Cook. 
Mr. Brooks. We have some suggested amendments, too. 
Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Brooks. We had the pleasure of having you gentlemen here the 
other day. 
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I think you made statements. Is there anything more you wish to 
volunteer to the committee ? 

Mr. Derntncer. I believe we have nothing to volunteer this morn- 
ing. I understand the committee was considering certain amend- 
ments which we would be happy to attempt to answer any questions. 

Mr. Brooks. Can you gentlemen hear ? 

Mr. Price. It is not the chairman’s fault the acoustics here are 
the worst of any room I have been in. 

Mr. Van Zanvr. What is the number of the bill? 

Mr. Ducanoer. H. R. 7697. 

Mr. Brooxs. What is your first amendment ? 

Mr. Ducanver. It reads as follows: 

That section 2231 of title 10, United States Code is amended by changing the 
semicolon at the end thereof to a comma, and adding the words “including troop 
housing and messing facilities.” 

Section 3 of the National Defense Facilities Act is amended by striking out the 
words “not to exceed $500,000,000 over the period of the next eight fiscal years, 
commencing with the fiscal year 1951,” and inserting in lieu thereof “the amount 
of $650,000,000 over the next nine fiscal years, commencing with 1951.” 

What that means is that the original law, the National Defense 
Facilities Act, authorized $250 million over a period of 5 years. 

In 1955 the language was amended, that is the “$250,000,000” was 
struck, and “$500,000,000” was put in, and the 5 years in which it could 
be spent was changed to 8 years. 

This bill would now further amend it by striking out the “$500,- 
000,000,” inserting the “$650,000,000”, and adding an additional year. 

Mr. Devereux. Adding an additional $150 million. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

It only means 1 additional year past fiscal 1958. 

Mr. Brooxs. One year to spend the money and it will be $150 mil- 
lion more for the program. 

Mr. Ducanver. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. We have gotten the program. 

Mr. Winstreap. Through 1958. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. What suggested amendments do we have? 

Mr. Ducanper. First, we have the Cole amendment. 

Mr. Cole offered his bill which would authorize the local communi- 
ties to enter into contracts with the Department of Defense for a 20- 
year term lease, whereby the community would build a facility which 
would be used jointly with the Reserve components. 

The Department of Defense would pay for a 20-year lease, either 
lump sum or by annual payments, and they would use the facilities 
together. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the position of the Defense Department on 
that amendment? 

Mr. Detntncer. In that event, the Cole bill, as it has been called, 
was forwarded to the Department for statement of position. It is 
still in progress in the Department. 

Assistant Secretary Bryant asked me to express his apologies to 
the committee that we had not been able to complete the Department’s 
position. 

Mr. Brooxs. How long have you had that under study ? 

Mr. Detnincer. Well 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. It was introduced late in March. 

Mr. Dernincer. It was introduced in March, I believe, and came 
over shortly after that time. 

Mr. Brooks. It is only June now. 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes. That is the reason Mr. Bryant said I should 
express his apologies. It has not been run through the legislative 
coordination. 

Mr. Brooks. In other words, you are not in a position now to ap- 
prove it? 

Mr. Detnincer. That is right. 

.Mr. Brooks. And you are not taking a position to disapprove it at 
this time. 

Mr. Drtnincer. No, sir; we are not taking a position on the bill, 
for or against. 

Mr. Brooks. You are not in a position to say what it cost the 
Government, either. 

Mr. Dernincer. No, sir; we are not. 

The way the bill is phrased, I believe that we would have a rather 
difficult time in forecasting what the eventual cost to the Government 
may be, because each situation in each community would be something 
that would have to stand on its own feet. 

lt would be impossible to estimate in advance just what the cost of 
all the various circumstances might be. 

Mr. Brooxs. Then the Bureau of the Budget has not passed on it? 

Mr. Deintncer. No, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the witness a question ? 

Mr. Brooks. Surely, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. How much more time do you need before you could 
submit us a report that would include the cost ? 

Mr. Dernincer. On the Cole bill, sir? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Deinincer. We believe that the coordinating process is just 
about completed, and we feel that within another week or 10 days we 
should be able to report. 

Mr. Bray. I think if that is the case, we might put it off until we do 
get it, if we can get it that quick. I am rather interested in that part 
of the Cole amendment. 

Mr. Brooxs. Let us take up all the amendments and then go in to 
executive session. 

Mr. Price. Would it have to go to the Bureau of the Budget then ? 

Mr. Dernincer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Price. That would take—— 

Mr. Dernineer. Yes, I was speaking of the Department itself taking 
that position. 

Mr. Price. We would be likely if we got out next year. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Is it not true that ‘the Cole biil would present a 
radical departure from present policies, as far as Reserve facilities 
are concerned, and because it represents a new program entirely, and 
like my colleague from Indiana, I favor certain provisions of the bill, 
and I would like to take a look at the program that the Department 
will submit to us, based on the language of the Cole bill. 

But I don’t believe we should delay the passage of this bill, Mr. 
‘Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. This bill really is urgently needed. 
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Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. We could take up the Cole bill separately, if it was 
introduced as a separate bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Brooxs. Very well. Is there any objection to that procedure? 
If not, what is the next amendment ¢ 

Mr. Ducanver. The next amendment if offered by Mr. Hébert. The 
purpose of the amendment is to include family housing of permanent 
party personnel at Reserve bases. 

I had originally drafted the amendment in simple terms and the 
chairman asked me to get together with the Department and see’ if 
we could tie it down a little so the subcommittee would know what 
we were talking about. This is the language we have come up with. 
That section 211 of the United States Code is amended by changing 
the semicolon at the end thereof to a comma, and adding the words: 
and at aviation installation such additional facilities as are necessary for the 
use and support of permanent party personnel. 

This will limit it—— 

Mr. Brooxs. Did you put the words in “housing facilities” ? 

Mr. Ducanver. We put in the words: 
such additional facilities either as are necessary for use and support of perma- 
nent party personnel. 

That couid include a PX; could it not? 

Mr. Coox. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. And officers’ clubs and so forth. 

Mr. Ducanper. Officers’ clubs are built with nonappropriated 
funds. 

Mr. Derntncer. They have been built with appropriated funds at 
regular installations. 

Mr. Ducanper. Could this include an officers’ club ¢ 

Mr. Dernincer. It could include an officers’ club type of facility 
for the permanent party people at an installation, under that language. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Would the cost come out of this additional $150 
million ¢ 

Mr. Ducanper. I would presume so. 

Mr. Brooks. This was given to me, gentlemen, I will say, by Mr. 
Hébert, with the suggestion that certain installations like, I think the 
one at Ellington, Houston, and Alvin Callender, in New Orleans, 
which is in Mr. Hébert’s district, is a large installation for Reserve 
training of a major nature, and it will be permanent around the year, 
as I understand the program. 

And there is some need for limited—a very limited amount of hous- 
ing for permanent personnel there. 

Mr. Ducanper. We could add the word “housing” which would tie 
it down to housing facilities only. 

Mr. Winsteap. Will that be confined to such bases as you have de- 
scribed or would this apply to all the country £ 

Mr. Detnincrr. This would only apply to aviation facilities. The 
Army does not care to use it. The Air Force does not. 

But the Navy wants it on some of the Naval Reserve bases where 
they operate 24 hours a day and they feel a permanent party personnel 
should be—a few of them should be on the base rather than in a large 
city across town, at night. 
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_ Mr. Winsreap. Could you tie down this bill to those particular 
installations. 


Mr. Brooxs. You should put the word “housing” in there, so as to 
limit it to housing. 

Mr. Ducanper. I can put the word “housing” in. There is another 
amendment in here, which the chairman has spoken to me about, which 
would limit this bill just to 1958, so the Department would have to be 
back up here in January, and if the subcommittee so directed, on a line 
item basis, which would mean it would be just like a military public 
works bill. 

Mr. Bray. That is the way it is now. 

Mr. Ducanoerr. It is not the way it is now. 

Mr. Bray. I think it has some merit. I don’t know how it would 
work out, this housing deal. I would not want to put it in permanent 
legislation. 

Mr. Ducanper. If the chairman’s amendment were adopted, which 
was the next one I was going to read, this would only be for fiscal 
year 1958. After that 

Mr. Brooks. Let us take the next one up first. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, speaking on the general subject, 
this additional $150 million undoubtedly covers the planning for the 
construction of Reserve facilities by the Army, Navy, Air Force, and 
Marine Corps. 

If we add housing to it, it means some of the armories are not going 
to be built. 

Mr. Brooks. That is right. 

Mr. Winsteap. That is correct. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. We need the armories before we need the housing. 

Mr. Brooks. Do we have any Navy witnesses here interested in this 
particular amendment ? 

Commander Greer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. Whom do we have here ? 

Commander Greer. I am Commander Greer from the Office of the 
Chief of Naval Operations, and Captain Etter from the Bureau of 
Yards and Docks is here. We also have other witnesses here. 

Mr. Brooks. Could you gentlemen sit up here ? 

If you will, explain this amendment to the subcommittee. 

We would appreciate it. 

Commander Greer. Mr. Chairman, our requirements for this type 
of housing are extremely limited. We do have certain family units 
for which funds have been appropriated in prior years. 

The work on those projects has been held up pending consideration 
of the amendment before this committee now, as to whether or not 
they are to be authorized. This involves 10 family housing units at 
the naval air station in New Orleans, Alvin Callender Field, and 10 
family units at Dobbins Air Force Base, Atlanta, Ga, 

Mr. Brooxs. Let me ask you, why could not this housing be built 
under the Capehart program ‘ 

Commander Greer. I believe, sir, it would be most difficult, and 
probably unfeasible, under Capehart, because of the small require- 
ment at each individual base. I believe Captain Etter can speak more 
familiarly with the Capehart Housing Act, but primarily it is because 
the requirements at any one particular installation is so small that 
Capehart housing is not feasible. 
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Captain Errer. We find such small projects feasible only in areas 
which have a number of stations which may have 12 or 14 Capehart 
units on each, thus we are able to package those stations into 1 contract. 
Where we have an isolated station, 1 single station, with 10 or 15 
units on it, we just cannot get Capeharts finance ed. 

Mr. Price. Did the Navy request approval of this amendment? 

Commander Greer. Yes, sir. The Navy supports this amendment. 

Mr. Wrysteap. What would the 20 units cost ? 

Commander Greer. The 10 units at New Orleans will cost $140,000, 

Mr. Winstreap. What about the other ? 

Commander Greer. $154,000. 

Mr. Wrnstrap. Do you want to build those in fiscal 1958 ? 

Commander Greer. Funds were appropriated in fiscal 1956 for those 
units. We would like to proceed immediately with construction. 

Mr. Wrxsreap. In other words, it would authorize these in addi- 
tion to the $150 million. We are trying to build these armory facili- 
ties, but you could take care of your needs ? 

Commander Greer. I believe, under Public Law 783, inasmuch as 
these funds have been appropriated in prior years, they have been 
checked against the previous authorization in the bill. 

Mr. Wrvsreap. You have sufficient authorization but would like 
to go ahead with these 20 units ? 

Commander Greer. We have the funds. This would amount to per-. 
mission to proceed with them. 

Mr. Wrnstrap. And without taking it out of the $150 million, that 
would increase the authorized strength of the reserve facilities? 

Commander Greer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. How did you proceed before this authorization ? 

Commander Greer. We have never constructed housing of this 
type. Fiscal 1956 was the first year we requested funds for housing. 

Mr. Brooks. What type housing have you constructed without this 
authorization ? 

Commander Greer. We have constructed one group at the naval 
air station at Niagara Falls under the Capehart authority, and were 
able to do so by joining the Air Force, who had a much larger re- 
quirement. 

It was feasible under the Capehart Act. We have not constructed 
any family quarters with appropriated funds under the authority of 
this particular act, sir, 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Have you tried to work out this problem in New 
Orleans and Atlanta under the Capehart ? 

Commander Greer. Captain Etter. 

Captain Evrrer. Yes, sir. Our Housing Section has surveyed the 
field down there and we have no possibility, we feel, under the current 

market. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not a request for an additional authorization. 
This is a request to clarify an authorization which exists under Public 
Law 783. 

Mr. Brooks. Here is what you are running into, if I may suggest 
it: The subcommittee feels your Reserve armory program is running 
along pretty well, and that this is an attempt to widen the program, 
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and there is some reluctance on the part of the subcommittee to increase 
this program, to widen the program, and bring in some things that 
are going to give us trouble. 

Mr. Wrnsreap. And may I say this, personally: I am willing to take 

care of these things when you earmark them and when we know what 

we are doing. I ‘personally do not want to take that sum from the 
Regular Reserve fund of $150 million, because I think it will take that 
$150 million to do the job. 

Mr. Devereux. I am a little confused. I would like the captain to 
straighten out what the ‘actual situation is. 

C aptain Evrrer. Such housing as we have at existing stations were 
constructed when those stations were constructed with military appro- 
priations as regular naval establishments. That authorization au- 
thorizes us to build quarters or anything else that is approved. These 
stations later were transferred to the Naval Reserve program. Since 
then, we have gotten language under Public Law 783, which authorizes 
us to build air stations to support the Reserve program. 

It has been determined by the Department of Defense counsel that 
the language, as now written, as we understand it, does preclude the 
construction of housing and other support facilities for permanent 
naval personnel. 

Therefore, we are precluded from going ahead with the housing 
which has previously been authorized by an administrative act, be- 
cause we may not now get the apportionment for this housing which 
has been approved. In ‘addition to housing, we do have other require- 
ments for supporting permanent personnel at air stations. We are 
not asking for this authority for any of the ground or surface units. 

Mr. Price. Did you state you had funds available? 

Captain Evrer. Yes, they were appropriated in 1956. 

Mr. Price. Would this amendment refer back to funds that are 
available, or would this amendment apply to the authorization of this 
$150 million in this particular act? 

Captain Errer. It could do either, Mr. Price. The question is clari- 
fying it so we can go ahead. As now interpreted, the language under 
783 does not allow us to build housing or other support facilities for 
permanent regular naval personnel which run the stations which train 
the Reserve. 

Mr. Price. The concern here is whether it. will come out of the funds 
authorized under this act for the armory program, not for housing. 
If we could make certain that these houses will come from already ap- 
provriated funds, that would perhaps solve that problem. 

Mr. Ducanper. Can that be done? 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Captain, why can you not introduce another bill to 
cover this matter? Like the chairman, I am quite selfish about this 
joint facilities act, because we have struggled over a period of years to 
build this up to where it is today, and I am sure if we open it up for 
housing, the next thing it is going to be officers clubs and laundries, 
and things like that. I would like to see this act confine itself to 
armories. We have sone before Congress every year and gotten the 
money every year. But if we had a “this and that” we may run into 
trouble—— 

Mr. Brooks. Further, we have a provision requiring the funds for 
Reserve construction be spent for Reserve construction, and no other 
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purpose, and we had to do it to prevent it being diverted to other 
purposes. 

Mr. Devereux. I think if they came before us with a fresh bill for 
line item support for these various stations we would not have any 
difficulty. 

Mr. Brooks. What would you think of the suggestion Mr. Winstead 
made, that we add to this bill 2 line items for 10 houses at 1 base and 
12 houses at another ? 

Mr. Winsreap. If we can handle you otherwise all right. But I 
can see the need for immediate action on the two projects you are 
talking about. And you have had the money appropriated. But as 
Mr. Van Zandt and some of them said, we might start an opening here. 
I think we should act on these two projects you are talking about, one 
way or the other, but I don’t want to get involved in too much on this 
one. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Price. 

Mr. Price. I suggest it be taken up with the full committee and sug- 
gest it as a committee amendment to the public works bill. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Yes, military public works. 

Mr. Winsteap. [f it is in order, I move it be approved for the full 
committee’s amendment. 

Mr. Brooks. No, let us assume our responsibility. This committee 
was to handle reserve legislation. 

Mr. Price. I think that takes care of your responsibility. I think 
we are agreed we don’t wan to load this joint facility up with housing 
and other matters. 

Mr. Brooks. What would you think of 2 line items, say, for the 10 
and 12 houses? We could explain it very well, that the money has 
already been appropriated. 

Mr. Price. I would not oppose it if you could specify it definitely 
will not come from the funds available for the joint facilities. 

Mr. Brooks. I think that could be done. 

Mr. Winsreap. I so move, two line items, not to be taken from this 
appropriation fund, if you can word that type of amendment. 

Mr. Brooks. From joint facilities. 

Mr. Wrinsteap. From joint facilities. 

Mr. Price. Would it not be just as simple to get it in the public 
works bill as amended ? 

Mr. Brooks. It is out on the floor. 

Mr. Price. Yes. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. It could be offered as a committee amendment. 

Mr. Price. And there would be no objection to it. 

Mr. Brooxs. This would be putting your reserve program in the 
public works bill. 

Mr. Price. Don’t you have some items in it ? 

Commander Greer. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. .They left it out. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. If we add language to this bill, amending Public 
Law 783, would that meet your problem, some of your problem? 

Captain Errer. Mr. Van Zandt, it would meet the immediate prob- 
lem but not future ones. The two are kindred, but these projects 
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should not be identified with the additional authorization we are 
requesting this year. They should be associated with previous years’ 
authorization and appropriation. The money for the 20 houses, about 
which we are now speaking, has been authorized, it has been appro- 
priated, and would come from our available unobligated balance. 

Mr. Winsteap. From the Navy’s unobligated balance ! 

Captain Errer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, can we authorize Mr. Ducander 
to work out an amendment with the captain to this measure, which will 
authorize not exceeding those two line items there, and with the pro- 
vision it not come from the $150 million for Reserve facilities. 

Is there any objection to that ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a few questions. 

We are talking about Dobbin’s Air Force Base and another Air 
Force base at New Orleans. How many similar Reserve bases do we 
have ¢ 

Commander Greer. We have a total of 28 Naval Air Reserve instal- 
Jations. These are the only two under construction where we have no 
family quarters or units of any kind. 

Mr. Van Zanpvr. Will you have family quarters or units at other 
bases ¢ 

Commander Greer. Yes, sir. They were constructed during 
World War 7 I. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. To meet the need 4 

Commander Greer. We do foresee in the future other requirements 
which will undoubtedly arise. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. If we give preference this year to Dobbin’s Air 
Force Base and at the base in New Orleans, next year the Congress- 
men coming in have the right to come in and ask we recognize “them 
the same as we recognize the C ongressmen representing New Orleans 
and Atlanta. 

Mr. Brooks. No question about that. 

Mr. Devereux. That is true, except they do have facilities to take 
care of existing personnel. 

Mr. VAn Zanpvr. Not to meet the need. 

Mr, Brooks. So far as you can see today, these are the only two items 
you can see / 

Commander Greer. They are the only two for which we have funds 
appropriated. We have limited requirements for a few additional 
units at New Orleans, for which funds have not been appropriated, 
and for which we have not requested. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, let us take it——— 

Mr. Pricer. What is it opening up ? 

_ Mr. Brooxs. Let us take up the next amendment here and then go 
into executive session. 

Mr. Winsteap. I withdraw my motion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Brooks. The motion is withdrawn. 

Mr. Ducanprer. The next amendment: 

Strike all of section 2 and insert a new section 2, as follows: 

Section 3 of the National Facilities Act of 1955, as amended, is amended by 
striking the figure 500,000,000 and inserting in lieu thereof 568,000,000. 


I will have to explain that. 
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The departments went to the Appropriations Committee this year 
and asked for appropriations in the sum of $115 million for Reserve 
facilities for fiscal year 1958. 

At that time they only had $47 million in authorizations. 

Very properly, the Committee on Appropriations said they had in- 
sufficient authorizations and therefore struck the money from the bill. 

Now, if they need $115 million for fiscal year 1958, and they already 
have $47 million in authorizations, it follows that the deficit is $68 
million and not $115 million, which they are asking for. 

Consequently, the charman recommended an amendment which 
would authorize the $68 million, which, when added to $47 million they 
already have, would be the exact amount they asked the Appropria- 
tions Committee for. 

In addition to that, that would require the departments to come up 
here next year and they would have to come here in January, before 
they went to the Appropriations Committee, to get their authoriza- 
tions for 1959, because they would not have a penny. 

Mr. Brooks. The question there involved is just how strict you want 
to be on your Reserve program. 

We are coming toward the end of it, and I am not committed one 
way or the other to it. Iam submitting it tothe subcommittee. If you 

rant to give the exact authorization for next year, this will do it. 

TE you want to give them additional funds to use for the following 
year, we can eliminate this amendment. 

Mr. Bray. Mr. Chairman, I think that it is a rather good amend- 
ment. 

The main reason [ say that, the Department of Defense is cutting 
down on the whole Reserve program, which I did not agree with. Iam 
getting objection—I know you all are—about letting out hundreds 
or even thousands of Reserve officers because of lack of money. 

The real reserve is an individual and not facilities. 

I see no reason why we should not adopt this amendment, which 
is just in line with what we need. It would give us a better chance 
to keep control and look into the subject and not just go overboard on it. 

Mr. Ducanper. I might say, Mr. Chairman, the Department has told 
me although they would rather have the $150 million, they would go 
along w ith the $68 million. 

Mr. Brooks. Is that acceptable to the Department ? 

Mr. Deintncer. The $68 million figure, as you say, would cover 
exactly what the Appropriations Committee will be asked for in the 
supplemental bill that comes up. 

We feel in a bill this large the straitjacket should not be quite that 
tight, because of the fact there may be some opportunity on the part 
of the Air Force Reserve, for instance, and the Air National Gaal. to 
be able to do a little more work on their program, and we would respec- 
tively request that instead of 68, that you permit a 10 percent leeway 
on the $115 million program, which would mean a figure of approxi- 
mately $80 million, rather than 68. 

Mr. Brooks. That isa pretty fair reasoning. 

Mr. Winsteap. As I understand it, the Navy had testified prior to 
this, some few weeks ago, that construction costs have gone up 13.4 
percent in the last 18 months. 

Mr. Derntncer. That is correct. 
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Mr. Winsreap. And the Air Force testified it has gone up about the 
same percentage over a somewhat longer period of time. 

My personal feeling is this. The Congress, since I have been here 
for 15 years, has given the military pretty well what they are asking 
for, but you are always cut down under the Bureau of the Budget under 
any administration, rather than the Congress. 

I would hate to cut it down to the penny. Suppose you need the 10 
percent or more next year to complete a project vale *h you have started, 
which you have alre: ady started, you would have to come back for an- 
other authorization. 

Mr. Brooks. The Department says they can get along with 80 mil- 
lion. That isa little more than the figure. 

Is there any objection to that ? 

Mr. Bray. I move 75 million. That is more than the 10 percent 
they asked for. 

Mr. Detntncer. Our figure was 10 percent on the 115. 

Mr. Bray. On 68 million; 10 percent of that was $6,800,000. That 
makes $74,800,000. That is more than even asked. 

I move $75 million. 

Mr. Brooks. I would personally rather give the Department what 
they say they ought to have than come into trouble with it, but. what- 
ever the committee wants to do is in order. 

Mr. Bray. What does the Department want ? 

Mr. Brooks. You want $80 million, sir? 

Mr. Dernincer. $80 million, sir, and that 10 percent in addition, and 
above the 68, which I had spoken of sooner, was taking 10 percent of 
the $115 million. 

Mr. Brooks. It would be a saving in the writing of the bill of about 
$75 million. 

Mr. Coox. $70 million. 

Mr. Brooxs. $70 million. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I offer a substitute motion that the committee ap- 
prove the sum of $80 million. 

Mr. Brooks. You heard the substitute motion. We will vote on 
it first under the parliamentary rules. 

All in favor ? 

Opposed ? 

The substitute motion is adopted. That would cover it. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ducanper. Chapter 133 of the title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by redesignating subsections 2231 (2) to 2231 (5), as sub- 
sections 2231 (3) to 2231 (6), and adding a new subsection 2231 (2) 
as follows: 

“(2) The acquisition by such means as are authorized by subsection 
(1) of this section, of facilities which may be jointly used by the Re- 
serve Oflicer Training Corps with the Reserve components of the 
Armed Forces, at institutions granting baccalaureate degrees, inc lud- 
ing such space as may be necessary for the admission of such corps; 

Mr. Brooxs. What will that do, Mr. Van Zandt? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. All it does is make available to ROTC students 
the facilities of Reserve units, or vice versa. Am I right on that, 
Duke ? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes,sir. You are exactly right. 

Mr. Devereux. I don’t quite follow you, 
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Mr. Ducanper. Give them an exact example, Mr. Van Zandt, that 
explains it better than I could. 

Mr, Van Zanpr. In the city of Altoona, Pa., we have in the outer 
edges of the community, the State Undergraduate Center. They have 
an ROTC unit. In the city of Altoona we have an Air Reserve unit 
occupying leased quarters at the moment. 

If the United States Air Force builds a new armory in the city 
of Altoona, which is in the planning stages, to make permanent head- 
quarters for the Air Reserve unit, that facility could become available, 
also, for the Air Reserve or ROTC unit, at the Pennsylvania State 
Undergraduate Center. 

In other words, it permits the utilization by the Air ROTC 
Reserve armory facilities. ; 

Mr. Devereux. Under the control of the Air Force. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Under the control of the Air Force. 

Mr. Brooks. It does not surrender the control at all of the parent 
erganization. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Mr. Brooxs. It does not permit the ROTC to file its own applica- 
tions of the schools to intervene, and it does not change the type of 
facilities to be built, does it ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Mr. Brooks. It simply permits the ROTC to use the facility which 
has already been constructed or has been constructed for the Reserve 
program. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Devereux. Mr. Chairman, could I point out one thing ? 

I believe the language that. you read would permit the construc- 
tion of such additional space in a facility which is being constructed 
for such joint use. 

The provision of additional space for the exclusive use of the ad- 
ministrators of the ROTC unit; we understand they need additional] 
space which they would use full time. 

Mr. Brooxs. That was not the purpose of Mr. Van Zandt’s amend- 
ment, though. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You would have it through cooperation between 
the Department of Air, and the Air ROTC—you would make avail- 
able office space for the faculty member, who would be a regular officer 
of the United States Department of the Air Force. 

Mr. Coox. But that would be additional space constructed for that 
purpose. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Under the provisions of existing law, we have the components of our 
Reserves who are eligible to use these facilities. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is right. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. All we are doing here now is making the ROTC 
eligible to use Reserve facilities. Isn’t that about it / 

Mr. Ducanprr. That is right. The only thing that does not seem 
to be clear is whether you would construct a faci ilit y, keeping in mind 
it was going to be used by the ROTC, and therefore you would have 
to construct it differently, or with additional space, in order to ac- 
commodate the ROTC, 

Mr. Bray. Along that same line, whatever happened to the bill au- 
thorizing the construction of ROTC buildings. 
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Mr. Ducanvrer. We have not had any Department report on it as 
yet, but—— 

Mr. Bray. Was that before the committee last year. The bill was 
filed last year. 

Mr. Docanper. Mr. Van Zandt has a bill in. 

Mr. Bray. Is that the same one you filed last year ? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Yes. 

Mr. Bray. Would that change the necessity or need of that bill? 

Mr. Van Zanpr. No. 

Mr. Ducanper. That is just plain ROTC facilities at universities. 

Mr. Brooxs. What additional amount would this cost ? 

Mr. Dernincer. We have no way of estimating. 

Mr. Brooks. Did you attempt to estimate what it would cost. 

Mr. Detnincer. We only had the amendment this morning. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Rather than delay this bill I would withdraw the 
amendment. 

I don’t want to delay this bill. 

Mr. Dernincer. Mr. Chairman and Mr. Van Zandt, if I could say 
this, we certainly subscribe to the joint use of Reserve facilities by 
ROTC units. We feel it is permitted under the present law. 

We feel we do not need any language to permit joint utilization. 

Mr. Brooks. What is the policy of the present law / 

Mr. Dernincer. It is to permit under the law. The only ques- 
tion would be where an ROTC unit feels it needs exclusive use for 
its own administration. We feel under existing law we have no au- 
thority to use such space. 

Mr. Brooks. Mr. Van Zandt withdraws his amendment. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Yes. 

Mr. Ducanper. I would be glad to draw it up as a bill for you, 
Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. You may do that. 

Mr. Brooks. That leaves us with one amendment pending, and that 
is the Hébert amendment. 

Mr. Derntncer. Would you permit me a few words on this Hébert 
amendment. 

Mr. Brooks. Yes. 

We want all the information we can get on that. 

Mr. Deintncer. Just to try to clear up a couple of things in connec- 
tion with this housing at these facilities: It was our thinking several 
years ago that we would try to administer this Reserve facilities pro- 
gram on the basis of having our construction in one package. That is 
the reason we did not want to get mixed up with the public works con- 
struction. 

For one thing, if any of the facilities for the Reserves—whether it 
is the housing people who must be there in order to train the Reserves, 
at exclusively a Reserve installation, or whoever it might be in con- 
nection with a Reserve facility for the reservists, if it has to compete 
with the’public works for the funds in the public works program, we 
could not be sure that the Reserve facilities would be dovetailed to- 
gether, because we would be depending for a part of a given facility 
upon another source of authorization, another source of funds. ‘There- 
fore, we had felt that housing for the permanent party, whose sole 
purpose in being there is to train the reservists was such that,it was 
logical and good business to have it part of the Reserve facilities pack- 
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age, where we had 1 authorization bill and we had 1 appropriation 
to use for that purpose. 

In connection with housing, itself, recognizing in some locations 
such as the Alvin Callender Field which is quite a distance from the 
nearest community, the small number of family housing in a place 
like that we recognize would probably be necessary. 

We felt that the consultation provisions of this bill would require 
every such project to come up to the committee and we felt in that way 
the committee would be apprised of it. 

I understand that there is also another law on the books that for 
any family housing project, regardless of where it is authorized, it 
has to come up and sit with the committee before anything can be done 
in committing funds, obligating funds, or constructing it. 

We felt, therefore, the committee was well protected, in exercising 
its scrutiny of any such project. 

Mr. Bray. Are you for this amendment—the Hébert amendment ? 

Mr. Dernincer. The Hébert amendment we certainly would have no 
objection to. We understand the Navy needs it. 

Mr. Bray. Well, are you in favor of it ? 

Mr. Detnincer. Well, the Navy drew it up. I am in a little difficult 
position, gentlemen, in that the Department had taken a position which 
would favor this amendment. We, of course—when we sent our bill 
up to the committee, it was limited to troop housing. We recognized 
the need for a limited amount of family housing. 

Mr. Wrnsteap. Do I understand you see the need, but the Depart- 
ment just had not cleared it ? 

Mr. Ducanper. The Department has cleared it, but the Budget has 
not. He does not want to say it because the Budget has not cleared it. 

Mr. Bray. The Department 

Mr. Ducanver. The Department would like it but the budget would 
not like it. That is what he hesitates to say. 

Mr. Brooxs. You have heard the motion. Is there any further 
discussion ¢ 

If not—that is, to put it in as separate line items only because it is 
money appropriated by Congress. 

Mr. Winsteap. That is right. 

Mr. Brooks. If there is no objection, we will adopt the amendment. 

Are there any further amendments? 

Mr. Ducanper. No further amendments? 

One point for guidance from the committee. Since you have 
adopted the amendment for $80 million for the next year, in writing 
the committee report may I say the committee would like to have its 
bill, which comes up next year for further authorization on a line 
basis ? 

Mr. Brooks. Yes; and early in the year. 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Brooks. And furthermore, will you state this housing here 1s 
not to be considered a precedent for future action and request ! 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Brooxs. And it is because the money has already been appropri- 
ated by the Congress. 

Mr. Ducanver. I understand. 

Mr. Brooxs. There is one little bill we can take up—we had better 
vote on this. 
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Mr. Price. I move the defense bill be approved by the subcommittee. 

Mr. Brooxs. As amended. 

Mr. Price. As amended. 

Mr. Brooxs. You heard the motion. All in favor say “aye.” 

(Chorus of “ayes.”) 

Mr. Brooks. Opposed ? 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Brooks. The bill is ordered reported with amendments to the 
full committee. 

(Whereupon the subcommittee proceeded to further business.) 
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